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PREFACE TO VOI UME ONE 


The first volume contains four works (New Economic 
Developments in Peasant Life, On the So-Called Market 
Question, What the‘ Friends of the People” Are and How They 
Fight the Social-Democrats, The Economic Content of Narod- 
ism and the Criticism of It in Mr Struve's Book) written by 
V I Lenin in 1893-1894, at the outset of his revolutionary 
activity, during the first years of the struggle to establish 
a workers’ revolutionary party 1n Russia 

In these works, which are directed against the Narodmks 
and “legal Marxists,” Lenin gives a Marxist analysis of 
Russia’s social and economic system at the close of the 
nineteenth century, and formulates a number of programme 
principles and tasks for the revolutionary struggle of the 
Russian proletariat 

The paper, On the So-Called Market Question, 1s included 
in the fourth edition of V I Lemin's Collected Works it 
did not appear in earlier editions Lenin wrote the paper 
in the autumn of 1893 The manuscript was believed to be 
lost beyond recall and was discovered only in 1937, when 
it was published for the first time 

Lenin's work What the “Friends of the People” Are 
1s published 1n the present edition according to a new copy 
of the hectographed edition of 1894 which came into the 
possession of the Institute of Marxism-Leninism only ın 1936, 
and was not taken account of in previous editions of the 
Works of V I Lemn Thecopy mentioned contains numerous 
editorial corrections apparently introduced by Lenin when 
preparing to have the book published abroad All these 
corrections have been introduced into the present edition. 
This edition, therefore, contains the exact text of What 
the “Friends of the People" Are and How They Fight the 
Social-Democrats, 


NEW ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENTS 
IN PEASANT LIFE 


(ON V Y POSTNIKOV S Peasant Furmi: g in South Russia)? 


Written in the spring of 1893 Published according to the 
birsi published ia 1925 manuscript 
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I 


V Y Postmbhov’s Peasant Farming ın South Russia 
(Moscow, 1891, pp XXXII4-391), which appeared two 
years ago, 18 an extremely detailed and thorough descrip- 
tion of peasant farming ın the laurida, kherson and Y«ha- 
terinoslav gubernias,* but chiefly 1n the mainland (north- 
ern) uyezds of Taurida Gubernia Tlus description is based 
firstly—and primarily—on the Zemstvo? statistical ın- 
vestigations of the three gubernias mentioned, and, secondly, 
on the author's personal observations made partly in his 
official capacity,** and partly for the special purpose of 
studying peasant farming iu 1887-1590 

An attempt to combine into one whole the Zemstvo sta- 
tistical investigations for an entire region and to set forth 
the results ın systematic form ıs in itself of tremendous 
interest, since the Zemstvo statistics provide a mass of 
detailed material on the economic conditions of the peas- 
antry, but they do so 1n a form that renders these investi- 
gations practically useless to the public the Zemstvo sta- 
tistical abstracts comprise whole volumes of tables (a sep- 


* Administratice divisions the biggest territorial. division 1n 
tsarist Russia was the gubernia (literally—governor s province) 
each gubernia had its capital city which was the seat of the governor 
lbe guberoia was divided in uyezds (counties) each with its admin 
istrative centre and these in turn were divided into volosts (rural 
districts) containing a number of villages —kd Eng ed 

** The author was an official in the Government Land Depart- 
ment of laurida Gubernia 
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arate volume js usually devoted to each uyezd), the mere 
summarising of which under sufficiently definite and compre- 
hensive headings 18 a labour in itself The need to summa- 
nse and analyse Zemstvo statistical data has long been 
felt It 2s for this purpose that the publication ol the Re- 
sults of Zemstvo Statistical Investigations was recently under- 
taken The plan of this publication 1s as follows a particu- 
lar question related to peasant farming is taken and a 
special investigation is carried out, bringing together all 
the data on this question contained in the Zemstvo statis- 
tics, data are brought together relating to the black-earth 
South of Russia and to the non-black-earth North to the 
exclusively agricultural gubernias and to the guberuias 
where there are bandicralt industries The two published 
volumes of Results have been compiled according to ths 
plan, the first 1s devoted to the “peasant community" (V V ), 
the second to "peasant rentings of non-allotment land" 
(N Karyshev) * It 18 quite reasonable to doubt the correct- 
ness of this method of summarising firstly, data relating to 
different economic regions with. different economic conditions 
have to be placed under one heading (the separate character- 
sation of each region involves tremendous difficulties due 
to the 1ncompleteness of the Zemstvo investigations and the 
omission of many uyezds These difficulues were already 
evident in the second volume of Results, Karyshev's attempt 
to assign the data contained in the Zemstvo statistics to defi- 
nite regions was unsuccessful), secondly, it 18 quite 1mpos- 
sible to give a separate description of one aspect of peasant 
farming without touching on others, the particular question 
has to be artificially abstracted, and the completeness of 
the picture 13 Jost Peasant rentings of non-allotment land 
are divorced from the renting of allotment land, from gener- 
al data on the economic classification of the peasants and 
ihe size of the crop area, they are regarded only as part of 
peasant farming, whereas actually they are often a special 
method of private-landowner farming That is why a summary 
of Zemstvo statistical data for a given region where the 
a Conditions are uniform would, I think, be prefer- 
able 

While expressing, 1n passing, my views on a more correct 
way of summarising Zemstvo statistical investigations, 
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views to which I am led by comparing the Results with Post- 
mkov's book, I must, however, make the reservation that 
Postnikov did not, in fact, aim at summarising materials 
he pushes the figures into the background and concentrates 
his attention on a full and clear description 

In his description, the author pays almost equal atten- 
tion to questions of an economic, administrative-legal char- 
acter (forms of land tenure) and of a technical character 
(boundaries, farming system, harvests), but with the 
intention of keeping questions of the first kind in the 
foreground 

"I must confess," says Mr Postnikov in the Preface, 
"that I devote less attention to the technique of peasant 
farming than I might have done, but I take this course be- 
cause, 1n my view, conditions of an economic character 
play a much more important part 1n peasant farming than 
technique Ín our press the economic aspect is usually 
ignored Very httle attention ıs paid to investigating 
fundamental economic problems, such as the agrarian and 
boundary problems are for our peasant farming It ıs to the 
elucidation of these problems, and of the agrarian problem 
in particular, that this book 1s chiefly devoted" (Preface, 

1X) 

Fully sharing the author's views on the relative impor- 
tance of economic and technical questions, I intend to de- 
vote my article only to that part of Mr Postnikov' s work 
in which peasant farming 18 subjected to political-econom- 
1c investigation * 

In his preface the author defines the main points of the 
investigation as follows 

‘The considerable employment of machines that has 
recently become evident in peasant farming and the 
marked increase 1n the size of farms belonging to the well-to- 


* [t seems to me that such an exposition is. worth while inas 
much as Mr Postnikov s book one of the most outstanding 1n our 
economic literature of recent years bas passed almost unnoticed 
This may partly be explained by the fact that although tbe author 
recognises the great importance of economic problems he treats 
them too fragmentanly and encumbers his exposition with details 
relating to other problems 
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do section of the peasantry, constitute a new phase 1n our 
agranan life, the development ot which will undoubtedly 
receive a new stimulus from the severe economic conditions 
of the present year The productivity of peasant labour and 
the working capacity of the family rise considerably with 
the increase 1n the size of the farm and the employment of 
machines, a point hitherto overlooked in defining the area 
that a peasant family can cultivate 

“The employment of machines 1n peasant farming causes 
substantial changes in peasant life by reducing the 
demand for labour in agriculture and rendering the exist- 
ing agricultural over-population still more acute for the 
peasants, 1t helps to increase the number of families which, 
having become superfluous in the villages, are forced to 
seek outside employment and virtually become landless 
At the same time, the introduction of large machines in 
peasant farming raises the peasant's living standard, even 
under the prevailing methods and extensive character of 
agriculture, to a level hitherto undreamt-of Therein hes the 
guarantee of the strength ol the new economic developments 
in peasant life To draw attention to and elucidate these 
developments among the peasantry of South Russia 1s the 
immediate purpose of this book" (Preface, p X) 

Before proceeding to outline what, ın the opinion of 
our author, these new economic developments are, | must 
make two reservations 

Firstly, ıt has been said above that Postnikov provides 
data for Kherson, Yekaterinoslav and Taurida gubernias, 
data 1n sufficient detail are given only for the latter gubernia, 
however, and then not for the whole of it, the author 
gives oo data for the Crimea, where the economic conditions 
are somewhat different, and confines himself exclusively to 
the three northern, mainland uyezds of Taurida Gubernia— 
Berdyansk, Melitopol and Dnieper uyezds ] shall confine 
myself to the data for these three uyezds 

Secondly, in addition to Russians, Taunda Guber- 
Dia 18 inhabited by Germans and Bulganans, whose num- 
bers, however, are small compared with the Russian popu- 
lation ın Dmeper Uyezd, there are 113 households of 
German colomsts out of 19,586 households 1n the uyezd, 
Le, only 06%, in Melitopol Uyezd, there are 2,159 
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First manuscript page of Lenin s New Economic 
Developments in Peasant Life 1893 
Reduced 
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(1,874+285) German and Bulgarian households out of 
34,978, 1e, 61% Lastly, ın Berdyansk Uvezd, 7,224 
households out of 28,794, 1e , 25% Taken together, 1n all 
the three uyezds, the colonists account for 9,496 households 
out of 83,358, 1e , about one-ninth Consequently, the num- 
ber of colonists is, on the whole, very small, and in the 
Dnieper Uyezd 1s quite insignificant The author describes 
the colonists’ farming in detail, always separating ıt from 
that of the Russians All these descriptions I omit, confin- 
ing myself exclusively to the farming of the Russian peasants. 
True, the figures given combine the Russians and the Ger- 
mans, but, owing to the small number of the latter, their 
addition cannot change the general picture, so that it 13 
quite permissible, on the basis of these data, to describe 
Russian peasant farming The Russian population of 
Taurida Gubernia, who have settled 1n this region during the 
past 30 years, differ from the peasantry of the other Russian 
gubermas only by their greater affluence Community land 
tenure 1n these areas 1s, 1n the words of our author, "typical 
and stable "* In a word, 1f the colonists are omitted, peasant 
farming ın Taurida Gubernia does not differ fundamental- 
ly from the general type of Russian peasant farming 


II 


“At the present time," says Postnikov, “a South- 
Russian village of any size (and the same can probably be 
said of most localities 1n Russia) presents such a variegat- 
ed picture as regards the economic status of the vari- 
ous groups of its inhabitants, that 1t 18 very difficult to speak 
of the living standard of separate villages as single units, 
or to depict this standard 1n average figures Such average 
figures indicate certain general conditions that determine 
the economic life of the peasantry, but they do not give any 
idea of the great diversity of economic phenomena that 
actually exists” (p 106) 

A httle further on, Postnikov expresses bimsell stall 


more definitely 


* Individual land tenure prevails in only 5 villages 


2~3656 
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"The diversity in economic level," he says, "makes it 
extremely diíficult to settle the question of the general 
prosperity of the population People who make a cursory 
tour through the large villages of Taurida Guberma 
usually draw the conclusion that the local peasants are 
very prosperous But can a village be called prosperous 
when half its peasants are mch, while the other half hve 
in permanent poverty? And by what criteria 1s the rela- 
tively greater or lesser prosperity of a particular village to 
be determined? Obviously, average figures characterising the 
condition of the population of a whole village or district 
are here 1nsufficient to draw conclusions as to the prosperity 
of the peasants This latter may be judged only from the 
sum-total of many facts, by dividing the population into 
groups" (p 154) 

One might think that there 1s nothing new 1n this state- 
ment of the differentiation of the peasantry, 1t 18 referred to 
in practically every work dealing with peasant farming 
1n general But the point 1s that, as a rule, when mention 
1s made of the fact, no significance 1s attached to 1t, it being 
regarded as unimportant or even incidental It 1s deemed 
possible to speak of a type of peasant farming, the type 
being defined by average figures, discussion takes place 
about the significance of various practical measures in 
relation to the peasantry as a whole In Postmkov's book we 
See a protest against such views He points (and does so re- 
peatedly) to the ‘tremendous diversity 1n the economic status 
of the various households within the village community” 
(p 323), and takes up arms against “the tendency to regard 
the peasant mir* as something integral and homogeneous, 
such as our urban intelligentsia still imagine it to be" 
(p 351) “The Zemstvo statistical investigations of the 
past decade,” he Says, “have shown that our village com- 
munity 1s by no means the homogeneous unit our publi- 


of the population into groups with quite different levels of 
economic prosperity" (p 323) 


* Mir—a peasant communit 
LEd En dd unity See Note á at the end of the book 
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Postnikov supports his opinion with a mass of data dis- 
persed throughout the book, and we must proceed to gather 
all these data systematically 1n order to test the truth of 
this opinion. and to decide who 1s right —whether it 1s the 
"urban intelligentsia,” who regard the peasantry as some- 
thing homogeneous, or Postnikov, who asserts that there 1s 
tremendous heterogeneity—and then how profound 1s this 
heterogeneity, does ıt prevent a general description of peas- 
ant farming being given from the political-economic 
standpoint, on the basis of only average data, and cau it 
alter the action and influence of practical measures 1n rela- 
tion to the various categories of the peasantry? 

Before citing figures that supply the material to settle 
these questions, it should be noted that Postnikov took 
all data of this kind from the Zemstvo statistical abstracts 
for Taunda Gubernia Originally, the Zemstvo census 
Statistics were confined to data covering whole village 
communities, no data being collected on individual 
peasant households Soon, however, differences were noted 1n 
the property status of these households, and house-to-house 
censuses were undertaken, this was the first step towards a 
more thoroughgoing study of the economic status of the 
peasants The next step was the introduction of combined 
tables prompted by the conviction that the property dif- 
ferences among the peasants within the village community * 
are more profound than the differences between the various 
Juridical categories of peasants, the statisticians began to 
Classify all the indices of peasant economic status according 
to definite property differences, for example, they grouped the 
peasants according to the number of dessiatines* under 
crops, the number of draught animals, the amount of 
allotment arable per household, and so on 

The Taurida Zemstvo statistics classify the peasants 
according to the number of dessiatines under crops Postni- 
kov 1s of the opinion that this classification ‘1s a happy one” 
(p XII), as ‘under the farming conditions in the Taurida 
uyezds, the amount of land under crops 1s the most important 
criterion of the peasant’s living standard” (p XII) “In 
the South-Russian steppe territory,” says Postmkov, “the 


* A dessiatine—2 7 acres —Ed Lng ed 
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development among the peasants of various kinds of non- 
agricultural industries 1s as yet relatively insignificant, and 
the main occupation of the vast majority of the rural popu- 
lation today ıs agriculture based on the cultivation of 
grain” "The Zemstvo statistics show that 1n the northern 
uyezds of Taunda Gubernia, 76% of the native rural 
population engage exclusively in industries, while 16 3%, 
in addition to farming their own land, have some sub- 
sidiary occupation" (p 108) As a matter of fact, classifica- 
tion according to area under crops 1s far more correct even for 
other parts of Russia than any other basis of classification 
adopted by the Zemstvo statisticians, as, for example, num- 
ber of dessiatines of allotment land or allotment arable per 
household For, on the one hand, the amount of allotment 
land 1s no direct indication of the household's prosperity, 1nas- 
much as the size of the allotment 1s determined by the num- 
ber of registered or of actual males in the family, and 1s 
only indirectly dependent on the peasant's prosperity, and 
because, lastly, the peasant possibly does not use his allotment 
land and leases it to others, and when he has no imple- 
ments he cannot use ıt On the other hand, if the principal 
pursuit of the population 1s agriculture, the determination 
of the cultivated area 1s necessary in order to keep account 
of production, to determine the amount of grain consumed 
by the peasant, purchased by him, or placed on the market, 
for unless these points are ascertained, a highly important 
aspect of peasant economy will remain unexplained, the 
character of his farming, its significance relative to oth- 
er earnings, etc, will not be made clear Lastly, it is 
precisely the cultivated area that must be made the basis 
of classification, so that we can compare the economy of 
the household with the so-called norms of peasant land 
tenure and farming, with the food norm (Nahrungsflache) 
and the labour norm (Arbeitsflache) * In a word, clas- 


* Food norm and labour norm—as can be seen from the text Lenin 
uses these expressions as translations of the German political- 
economic terms "Nahrungsflache and "Arbeitsflache, the former 
being ae amount 
unit, such as the family) and the latter the amount that can be cul- 
tivated by one person (or family) —Ed Eng ed 
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sification according to area under crops not only seems 
to be a happy one, 1t 1s the best and 1s absolutely essential 
As to area under crops the Taurida statisticians divide 
the peasants into six groups 1) those cultivating no land, 
2) those cultivating up to 5 dessiatines, 3) from 5 to 10 
dessiatines, 4) from 10 to 25 dessiatines, 5) from 25 to 50 
dessiatines and 6) over 50 dessiatines per household Fo! 
the three uyezds the proportionate relation of these groups 
according to the number of households 1s as follows 


U yezds Average area (dess ) 
Be D under c 
Percentages of households Pu Melitopol sea brennd in pn 
96 % % three uyezds 
Cultivating no land 6 75 9 — 
up to 5 dess 12 45 11 35 
5 to 10 22 21 20 8 
10 to 25 38 39 418 16 4 
25 to 50 19 16 6 15 1 34 5 
» over 90 3 44 31 15 


The general proportions (these percentages are given 
for the whole population, including Germans) undergo little 
change 1f we omit the Germans Thus, the author reckons 
that of the households in the Taurida uyezds 40% cultivate 
small areas (up to 10 dessratines), 40% medium (from 10 to 
25 dessiatines) and 20% large areas It the Germans ate 
excluded, the latter figure 1s reduced to one-sixth (167%, 
1e,1in all 33% less) and correspondingly increases the 
number of households with a small cultivated area 

To determine the degree to which these groups differ, 
let us begin with land tenure and land usage 

Postmikov gives the following table (the combined totals 
of the three categories ot land mentioned in it were nob 
calculated by him [p 145]) 
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AVERAGE ARABLE PER HOUSEHOLD 
( dessiatines ) 


Melitopol Uyezd Dnieper Uyezd 


| Allotment 
| Allotment 
| Purchased 


| Purchased 


69 07) 04| 80) 71) 02) 04] 77| 55|004 


$ to 10 9|— |11|101|]9 | 02/14|106| 87| 005 
10 to 25 fta i[ 06) & | 18 7/128] 03| 65} 176/125| 06 
25 to 50  |276| 2 1| 9 8| 39 5/23 5| 1 5/13 4| 38 4116 6| 2.3 
over $0 — [36 7/34 3/48 4|116 4/36 221 3|42 5|100 |17 4|30 fas lot 4 


68| 31/009) 10 |87| 07| — 94| 64 3 
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"These figures show,” says Postmkov, "that the more 
affluent group of peasants in the Taurida uyezds not only 
have large allotments, which may be due to the large size 
of their families, but are at the same time the largest pur- 
chasers and the largest renters of land” (p 146) 


It seems to me that 1n this connection we need only say 
that the increase in the amount of allotted land, as we 
proceed from the bottom group to the top, cannot be 
explained entirely by the larger size of families Postmikov 
gives the following table showing the family composition 
by groups for the three uyezds, 
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Ave age per family 


Berd yansk Melitopol Dnieper 

Uyezd U yezd Lyezd 

s B 5 g s g 

2 £ 2 a E 8 

2 8 2 83 sg 8 
$3 Še ŽS Ša i OSs 
ag B ag ES & ES 

Cultivating no land 45 09 41 09 46 l 
. upto 5 dess 49 11 46 1 49 11 
5 to10 , 56 12 53 12 54 12 
10 to25 , 71 16 68 15 63 14 
, 2 to90 , 82 18 86 19 82 19 
. over 50 * 10 6 23 10 8 23 101 23 
Per uyezd 66 15 65 15 6 2 14 


The table shows that the amount of allotment land per 
household increases from the bottom group to the top much 
more rapidly than the number of persons of both sexes and 
the number of working members Let us illustrate this by tak- 
ing 100 as the figure for the bottom group 1n Dnmeper Uyezd 


Allotment Working Persons of 
land members both sexes 
Cultivating no land 100 100 100 
$ up to 5 dess 86 110 106 
R 5t010 , 136 120 117 
Š 10 to 25 , 195 140 137 
S 25 to 50 . 259 190 178 
: over 90 x 212 230 219 


It ıs clear that what determines the size of the allotment, 
apart from the composition of the family, 1s the prosperity 
of the household 

Examining the data for the amount of purchased land 
in the various groups, we see that the purchasers of land are 
almost exclusively the top groups, with over 25 dessiatines 
under crops, and chiefly the very big cultivators, those with 
75 dessiatines under crops per household Hence, the data 
for purchased land fully corroborate Postnikov's opinion 
regarding the differences between the peasant groups The 
type of information as that given by the author on p 147, 
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for example, where he says that ‘the peasants of the Taurida 
uyezds purchased 96,146 dessiatines of land,” does not tn any 
way describe the real situation, almost all this land 1s in 
the hands of an insignificant. minority, those already best 
provided with allotment land, the 'affluent" peasants, as 
Postmkov calls them, and they constitute no more than 
one-fifth of the population 

The same must be said of rented land The above table 
gives the total figure for rented land, allotment and non- 
allotment It appears that the area of rented land grows 
quite regularly the greater the prosperity of the peasants, 
and that, consequently, the better supplied the peasant is 
with land, the more he rents, thus depriving the poorer 
groups of the land they need 

It should be noted that this phenomenon 1s common to 
the whole of Russia Prof Karyshev, summarising the facts 
of peasant non-allotment rentings throughout Russia, 
wherever Zemstvo statistical investigations are available, 
formulates the general law that the amount of rented Jand 
depends directly on the renter’s degree of affluence * 

Postmikov, incidentally, cites even more detailed figures 
about the distribution of rented land (non-allotment and 
allotment together), which I give here 


ss alta M pacing Dnteper Uyezd 
Arable Arable Arable 

ue -— & g æ * 
sof. i daz. 2532, 2 
ER ce. &3 Bs 2S. RB PS s £2 

5388 S. ci fig s, 33 Phy g 
s3 RES Ej s: 83$ ED Ii £23 ij 

Cultivating up to 

Sdess 187 2111 1144 3 550/25 241525 

» 51010 , 336 32 9201348 41552|42 3912 
» 101025 , 57 7 765593 75574169 85475 
» 251050 , 606161 6 80/805 16896 30/88 20 8 75 
- over 50 . 78562 4 20[888 476393191 48 63 55 


Per uyezd 448111 58]|50 1244 86/56 212 44 23 


* Results of the Feonomie Investi ation of R 
Zemstvo Statistical Data, Vol H, ne Rerysher "Pas AL 
of Non-Allotment Land Dorpat, 1892 Pp 122, 133 et al : 
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We see that here, too, average figures do not 1n any way 
describe the real situation When we say, for example, that 
in Dnieper Uyezd 56% of the peasants rent land, we give 
a very incomplete picture of this renting, for the percentage 
of renters 1n the groups who (as will be shown later) have 
insufficient land of their own 18 much lower—only 25% 1n 
the first group, whereas the top group, those who have 
sufficient land of their own, almost all resort to renting 
(91%) The difference ın the number of rented dessiatines 
per renting household is even more considerable: the top 
category rents 30, 15 and 24 times more than the bottom 
one Obviously, this alters the very character of the renting, 
for ın the top category it 13 already a commercial undertak- 
ing, whereas in the bottom one it may be an operation 
necessitated by dire need This latter assumption 1s corrob- 
orated by data on rentals they show that the bottom groups 
pay a higher rent for the land, sometimes tour times 
as much as the top category (1n Dnieper Uyezd) It should 
be recalled 1n this connection that the increase in rent as 
the amount of rented land grows smaller 1s not peculiar to 
South Russia, Karyshev's work shows the general applica- 
bihty of this law 

‘Landan the Taurida uyezds,” says Postmkov with regard 
to these data, “1s rented chiefly by the well-to-do peasants, 
who have enough allotment land and land of their own, 
this should be said ın particular of the renting of non-allot- 
ment land, 1e, of privately-owned and government land, 
situated at greater distances from the villages Actually 
this 1$ quite natural: to be able to rent distant land the 
peasant must have sufficient draught animals, whereas the 
less prosperous peasants in these areas have not enough 
even to Cultivate their allotment land’ (p 148) 

It should not be thought that this distribution of rented 
land 1s due to 1ts being rented by individuals There ıs no 
difference at all where the land 1s rented by the commu- 
nity, and for the simple reason that the land is distributed 
on the same principle, that 15, "according to where the money 
hes ” 

‘According to the registers of the Administration of 
State Property,” says Postnikov, ‘1n 1890, out of 133,852 
dessiatines of goverument land leased on contract in the 
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three uyezds, 84,756 dessiatines of good land, or about 63% of 
the total area, were used by peasant communities But the 
land rented by the peasant communities was used by a 
comparatively small number of householders, mostly well- 
todo at that The Zemstvo house-to-house census makes 
this fact quite clear" (p 150) * 

“Thus,” concludes — Postnikov, “im Dmieper Uyezd 
more than half of all the rented arable, in Berdyansk 
Uyezd over two-thirds, and in Melitopol Uyezd, where 
mostly government land 1s rented, even more than four- 
fifths of the rented land was 1n the hands of the group of 
well-to-do peasants On the other hand, the group of poor 
peasants (cultivating up to 10 dessiatines of arable), held in 
all the uyezds a total of 1,938 dessiatines, or about 4% of the 
rented land" (p 150) The author then cites many examples 
of the uneven distribution of community-rented land, but 
there 1s no need to quote them here 

As to Postnikov's conclusion about the amount of rent- 
ed land being dependent upon the degree of prosperity of 
the renter, ıt 13 highly interesting to note the opposite view 
of the Zemstvo statisticians 

Postnikov placed an article, “On Zemstvo Statistical 
Work in Taurida, Kherson and Yekaterinoslav Guber- 
mias” (pp XI-X XXII), at the beginning of his book Here, 
among other things, he examines the Zaurida Gubernia 
Handbook, published by the Taurida Zemstvo in 1889, in 
which the entire investigation was briefly summarised An- 
alysing the section of the book which deals with renting, 
Postnikov says 

"In our land-abundant southern and eastern gubernias, 
the Zemstvo statistics have revealed that a fairly substan- 
tial proportion of well-to-do peasants, ın addition to hav- 
ing considerable allotments of their own, rent fairly large 
amounts of land on the side Farming 1s here conducted not 
only to satisfy the requirements of the family itself, but 
also to obtain some surplus, an income with which to improve 
buildings, acquire machines and buy additional land This 


* The last section of this table (the totals for the three uyezds) 
is not given by Postnikov In a note to the table he says that “under 
the terms of lease the peasants may plough up only one-third of the 
rented land " 
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1s quite a natural desire, and there 15 nothing reprehensible 
about it, for in itself it contains no elements of kulakism " 
[There are no elements of kulakism here, ıt 1s true, but there 
undoubtedly are elements of exploitation by renting land 
far in excess of their requirements, the prosperous peasants 
deprive the poor of land needed for their subsistence, by 
enlarging (heir farms they need extra hands and resort to 
hiring labour] “But some of the Zemstvo statisticians, 
evidently regarding such manifestations 1n peasant life as 
something illegitimate, try to belittle their importance and 
to prove that 1t 1s chiefly the need for food that drives the 
peasant to rent land, and that even if the well-to-do peas- 
ants do rent a great deal of land, these renters constitute 
8 percentage that decreases steadily as the size of the allot- 
ment increases" (p XVII)—to prove this point, Mr Wer- 
ner, the compiler of the Handbook, grouped together, accord- 
ing to the size of their allotments, the peasant families 
of the entire Taurida Gubernia who had 4 or 2 working mem- 
bers and 2 or 3 draught animals It turned out that ‘as the 
size of the allotment increases, there 1s a regular decrease 
1n the percentage of renting households and a less regular 
decrease in the amount of land rented per household" 
(p XVIII) Postmkov quite rightly says that this method 1s 
not conclusive at all, since a section of the peasants (only 
those possessing 2 or 3 draught animals) has been selected 
arbitrarily, it being precisely the well-to-do peasants who 
have been omitted, and that, moreover, to lump together 
the mainland uyezds of Taunda Guberna and the 
Crimea 15 impermissible, since the conditions of renting in 
the two areas are not identical in the Crimea, one half to 
three-fourths of the population are landless (so-called dessia- 
Uners),* whereas ın the northern uyezds only 3 or 496 are 
landless In the Crimea, it 1s almost always easy to find land 
for hire, in the northern uyezds it 1$ sometimes impossible 
It 1s interesting to note that the Zemstvo statisticians of 
other gubernias have been observed to make similar at- 
epe (of course, equally unsuccessful) to tone down such 
Miegiümate" manifestations ın peasant life asrenting land 
to provide an income (See Karyshev, op cit ) 

If, accordingly, the distribution of peasant non-allotment 
renting reveals the existence among the various peasant 
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farms of differences that are not only quantitative (he rents 
much, he rents little), but also qualitative (he rents through 
need of food, he rents for commercial purposes), still 
more has this to be said of the renting. of allotment 
land 

‘The total allotment arable rented by peasants from 
other peasants, says Postnikov, as registered im the three 
Taurida uvezds by the 1884-1886 house-to-house census of the 
peasantry, amounted to 256,716 dessiatines, which here con- 
stitutes one fourth of the total peasant allotment arable, and 
this does not include land let by peasants to all sorts of 
people who live in the countryside, or to clerks, teach- 
ers, priests and other persons who do not belong to the 
peasantry and are not covered by the house-to-house census 
Practically all this land 1s rented by peasants who belong to 
the well-to-do groups, as the following figures show The 
amount of allotment arable rented by peasants from their 
neighbours, as recorded by the census, was as follows 


Cultivating up to 10 dess 


per household 16 594 dess 1e, 6% 
Cultivating 10 to 25 dess 
per household 89 520 , 39% 
Cultivating more than 25 dess 
per household 150 596 é 59% 
Total 256 718 dess 100% 


"The major part, however, of this leased land, like most 
of the lessors themselves, belongs to the group of peasants 
who cultivate no land, do no farming of any sort, or to those 
who cultivate but httle land Thus, a considerable number 
of the peasants of the Taurida uyezds (approximately one- 
third of the total population) do not exploit their whole 
allotment—some for lack of desire, but mostly for lack of 
the necessary animals and implements with which to engage 
1n farming—but lease it to others and thereby increase the 
land in use by the other, better off section of the peasants 
The majority of the lessors undoubtedly belong to the 


category of impoverished, declining householders” (pp, 
136-37) 


nN 


Corroboration of this 18 furmshed by the following 
table ‘for two uyezds of Taunda Guberma (the Zemstvo 
statistics provide no information for Melitopol Uyezd), 
which shows the proportion of householders who lease their 
allotments to others, and the percentage of allotment arable 
leased by them” (p 135) 

Berdyansk Uyezd Dnieper Uyezd 
% of % of 

h holders % of h holders % of 
leasing leased leasing leased 
their allotment their allotment 


allotment land allotment Jand 
laná land 
Cultivatıng no land 13 97 80 97 4 
up to 5 dess 65 54 30 38 4 
5 to 10, 46 23 6 23 52 
10 t0 235 >» 215 83 16 81 
E 251050 , 9 27 7 29 
` over 50 >» 127 63 1 13 8 
For uyezd 32 7 112 25 7 14 9 


Let us now pass from peasant land tenure and land 
usage to the distribution of farm stock and implements 
Postmkov gives the following data—for all three uyezds 
together—on the number of draught animals possessed by 
the groups 

Average per house- 
hoid 


Total i . Ei 

a 22 2 e ev S 

Po; #2 32 oc: di 

zx o ag 688 S £fahRS 
Cultivating no land — — 03 08 11 85 
E up to 5 dess 6,467 3082 10 14 24 483 
. 5 to 10 , 25152 8924 19 23 42 125 
E 10 to 2 , 80517124943 32 41 73 14 
E 25 to 50 , 6282319030 58 81 139 O41 
over 50 , 21003 11 648 10 5 19 5 30 0 03 
Total 195 962 67 627 31 45 76 — 


In terms of cattle 
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These figures, by themselves, do not characterise the 
categories—that will be done below, when we describe the 
technique of agriculture and classify the peasants according 
to economic category Here we shall only mention that the 
difference between peasant groups with regard to the number 
of draught animals they own 1s so profound that we see lar 
more animals in the top groups than can possibly be re- 
quired for the needs of the family, while the bottom groups 
have so few (especially draught animals) that 1ndependeut 
farming becomes impossible 

Similar 1n every respect are data on the distribution of 
farm implements “The house-to-house census, that registered 
the peasant-owned iron ploughs and drill ploughs,gives the 
Tr figures for the entire population of the uyezds" 
p 214) 


Percentage of households 


with no plough- with only with an fron 

ing implements a drill plough plough etc 
Berdyansk Uyezd 33 10 57 
Melitopol * 878 28 2 34 
Dnieper è 39 3 7 53 7 


This table shows how very large a group of peasants 13 
unable to carry on independent farming The situation among 
the top groups can be seen from the following data on the 
number of implements per household ın the various groups, 
classified according to area under crops 


Implements per bousehold 


Berdyansk Uyezd Meteo! Dyed 
1 h 
Carting B ons Cart- Ptough- Cart- Plougb- 
(waggon8 pioughsand ing ing ing ing 
etc) drill ploughs) 
Cultivating 5 to 10 dess 08 05 08 04 08 05 
- 10 to 25 , 12 13 12 1 1 1 
25 to 90, 214 2 2 16 17 15 
over 90 34 33 32 28 27 24 


As regards the number of 1mplements, the top group has 
4 to 6 times more than the bottom one (the group with less 
than 5 dessiatines under crops 1s entirely disregarded by 
the author), as regards the number of working members in the 
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2 
families,* however, 1t has 2 times, 1e, less than twice, 


as many as the same group This alone shows that the top 
group has to resort to the hire of labour, while 1n the bottom 
group half the households are without farm implements 
(NB —this ‘bottom’ group is the third from below) 
and, consequently, are unable to carry on independent farm- 
ing 

Naturally, the above mentioned differencesin the amount 
o! land and implements held are the cause ol differences 1n 
the amount of land under crops The area under crops per 
household 1n the six groups has been given above The total 
area cultivated by the peasants of Taurida Gubernia is 
distributed by groups as follows 


Dessia 


tine. under % 
crops 
Cultivating upto 5dess 34070 2 4 12^, of crop area held 
5 toio 140 426 — 9 7] by 40% of population 


>» 10 to25 540 093 37 6 38% of crop area held 
by 40% of population 
» 2 to50 , 494005 343 50% of crop area held 
over 59 230 583 16 } by 20% of population 
TEE ERAS d 
Totat — 1 439,267 100% 


These figures speak for themselves It should only be 
added that for a tamily to live by farming alone, Postni- 


hov estimates (p 272), a crop area of 16 to 18 dessia- 
lines per household is required 


HI 


pa the previous chapter, data showing the property status 
2 the different. groups. of peasants and the size of their 
arms were summarised We must now sum up data indi- 
cating the character of. the farming of the various groups 


of peasants 
peasants and their methods and Systems of farming 


* Stee above th 
Vallous &toups e table showing the family composition of the 
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Let us first dwell on Postuikov's proposition that "the 
productivity of peasant labour aud the working capacity of 
the lamily rise considerably with the increase in the size 
ol the farm and the employment of machines' (p X) The 
author demonstrates this proposition by calculating the 
number of workers and draught animals per given area under 
crops 1n the different economic groups 1n so doing, however, 
it 18 impossible to use the data ot family composition, as 
“the bottom economic groups release part of their working 
members for outside employment as tarm labourers, while 
the top groups take labourers into employment’ (p 114) 
The Taurida Zemstvo statistics do not give the number of 
labourers hired or released for hire, and Postnikov esti- 
mates ıt approximately by taking the Zemstvo statistical 
data for the number of households which hired people and by 
calculating how many working people were needed for the 
given cultivated area Postnikov admits that he can lay no 
claim to perfect accuracy tor these estimates, but he believes 
that it 1s only in the two top groups that lis calculations 
may considerably change the family composition, as the 
number of hired labourers in the other groups 1$ small By 
comparing the data on family composition given above with 
the following table the reader can test the correctuess of 
this view 

In the three uyezds of Taurida Gubernia 


Working persons Average per household 

Number in Working 
Hired pobres es family persons 

(with hired labourers) 
Cultivating no land 239 1077 — 838 43 09 
up to 5 dess 247 1 484 —1 237 48 10 
» 9 to 10 , 465 4 292 —3 827 52 10 
» 40 to 25 2 846 3389 — 543 6 8 16 
» 2910950 , 6 041 — +6 041 839 24 

A over 50 , 8 241 — +8 241 133 5 

Total 18,079 240,242 47,837 — — 


* Working persons—this somewhat un-English term is used for 
*working members, men and women of a peasant family or house- 
hold as opposed to hired labourers —Ld Eng ed 
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Comparing the last column with the data of family 
composition, we see that Postnikov has somewhat understat- 
ed the number of workers 1n the bottom and overstated ıt 
1n the top groups As his purpose was to prove that the num- 
ber of workers per given area under crops decreases as the 
size of the farm increases, his approximate estimates suc- 
ceeded in minimising rather than exaggerating this de- 
crease 

Having made this preliminary calculation, Postnikov 
gives the following table showing the relation between the 
crop area and the number of working persons, draught am- 


mals, and then population generally tor different groups of 
peasants (p 117) 
Per 100 dess of crop area 


Area under 
crops per House Per- Work Number of 
alr of holds sons ers draught 


raught (with hired animals 
anunals labourers) 
Cultivating up to 5 dess 7 1dess 28 7 136 285 282 
5to 10 , 82 129 67 126 25 
10 to 25 10 2 61 442 93 2 
. 25 to 50 125 , 29 255 7 16 6 
over 50 145 13 18 68 14 
Average 10 9dess 54 366 9 18 3 


“Thus, with the increase in the size of the farm and in 
the area cultivated by the 


maintenance of labour-powe 
item of expend 
and among the 
Nearly one-half 


1n agriculture 1s confirmed by the author later when he cites 
the detailed budget of a Mennonite? larm of the total ex- 
penditure, 24 3% js general expenditure on the farm, 


ght animals and 52 196 on 


Postmkov attributes great im 


ortance t n 
that the productivity of | I p 


abour increases with the increase 
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in the size of the faim (as 15 shown from the above quotation, 
taken from his pretace), aud, indeed, one cannot but admit 
ils importance— firstly, for a study of the economic hfe of 
our peasantry and the character of the farming of the vari- 
ous groups, and, secondly, 1n connection with the general 
question of the relation between small-scale and large- 
scale farming This latter question has been greatly con- 
fused by many writers, the chief cause of the confusion being 
that comparison was made between dissimilar farms, ex- 
isting in different social conditions and differing in 
the type of farming, for example, farms whose income was 
derived from the output of agricultural produce were com- 
pared with tarms whose income was derived from exploiting 
other households’ need ot land (e g , peasant and landlord 
farms in the period immediately following the Retorm ot 
1861) * Postnikov 1s entirely free of this error and does not 
forget the first rule of all comparisons, namely, that the 
things compared must be of a similar order 

The author gives a more detailed proof of his proposi- 
tion 1n respect of the Taurida uyezds, and cites data firstly, 
for each uyezd separately and, secondly, for the Russian 
population separately, or, rather, for is most numerous 
group, the former state peasants (pp 273-74) 

Dessiat ines under ciops per pair of draught 
animals 


For the uyezds in In the group of former 
general state peasants 
Ber- Melt Dnie Ber Melt Dnie- 
dyansk topoi per dyansk topol per 


Cultivatıng up to 5dess 89 87 43 — — — 
5 to!0 , 89 87 68 89 91 68 
° 10 to 25 102 106 97 103 109 96 
° 25 to 50 , 116 124 123 123 128 119 

" over 50 , 135 138 157 137 143 15 
Average 107 113 101 — — = 


The conclusion reached 1s the same that “on the small- 
scale farm the relative number ot draught animals per 
given crop area ıs one and a half times or double the number 
on the ‘full’ peasant farm The same law 18 revealed by the 
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house to house census in the case of all the other, smaller, 
groups—lormer landlords peasants tenaut farmers, etc — 
and in all localities, even in the smallest, confined to one 
volost or even one village (p 274) 

The relation between size of crop area and farm expend)- 
ture 1s also found to be unfavourable for the small farms in 
respect of another tvpe of expenditure—the maintenance 
of 1mplements and productive animals 

We have already seen how rapidly both these items in- 
crease per farm as we proceed from the bottom group to the 
top one If we calculate the quantity of implements per 
given crop area we find that it. decreases from the bottom to 
the top group (p 318) 


Per 100 dessiatines of crop area 


Productive Iron ploughs 
animals and drill ploughs Waggons 

Cultivating upto 5 dess 42 head 47 10 
5 to 10 28 8 59 9 
10 to 25 24 9 65 7 

25 to 50 23 7 48 57 

over 50 25 8 38 4 3 

For the three uyezds 25 5 head 54 65 


"This table shows that as the crop area per household 
increases, the biggest implements (for cultivation. and 
Cartage) progressively decrease in number per given crop 
area, and, consequently, on the farms of the top groups the 
cost of maintaining cultivation and Cartage implements 
Should be relatively less per dessiatine The group with up to 
10 dessiatines per household under crops constitutes an ex- 
ception there are comparatively fewer farm implements than 
1n the next group, with its 46 dessiatines per household under 
crops, but that is only because many of the peasants do not 
work with their own implements, but with hired ones, which 
does not, however, in any way reduce the expenditure on 
implements” (p 318) 

‘Zemstvo Statistics,” says Postnikov, “prove incontroverti- 
bly that the larger the size of a peasant farm, the smaller 
the number of implements, workers and draught animals 
employed on a given cultivated area” (p 162) 
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‘In previous chapters says Postmkov further on, ‘it 
has been shown that 1n the Taurida uyezds this phenomenon 
occurs in all the groups of peasants and in all localities 
It can be seen in peasant farming, as the Zemstvo statistics 
show, 1n other gubernias as well, where agiiculture 1s also 
the main branch of peasant economy This phenomenon, 
therefore, 1s widespread and assumes the form of a law, eco- 
nomically of great importance, for it robs small crop farm- 
ing, to a considerable degree, of all economic sense” 
(p 313) 

This last remark of Postnikov's 1s somewhat premature 
to prove the inevitability of small farms being ousted by 
Jarge ones, 1t 1s not enough to demonstrate the greater ad- 
vantage of the latter (the lower price of the product), the 
predominance of money (more precisely, commodity) econ- 
omy over natural economy must also be established, 
under natural economy, when the product 1s consumed by 
the producer himself and 1s not sent to the market, the cheap 
product does not encounter the more costly product on 
the market, and ıs therefore unable to oust ıt But of that 
more anon 

To prove that the above-established Jaw 1s applicable 
to all Russia, Postnikov takes those vyezds for which the 
Zemstvo statzstics contain a detailed economic classifica- 
tion of the population, and calculates the cultivated area 
per pair of draught animals and per working person 1n the 
various groups The conclusion 1s the same “where the peas- 
ant farm is a small one the cultivated area has to bear a 
cost of maintaining labour-power one and a half times to 
twice as large as when the farm 1s of a more adequate size” 
(p 316) This is true for both Perm (p 314) and Voronezh 
gubernias, for both Saratov and Chernigov gubermas (p 315), 
so that Postnikov has undoubtedly proved this law to be 
applicable to all Russia 

Let us now pass to the question of the “incomes and ex- 
penditures” (Chapter IX) of the different groups of peasant 
farms and of their relation to the market 

“The territory of every farm that 1s an independent unit,” 
says Postmkov, “consists of the following four parts one 
part produces food for the sustenance of the working family 
and of the labourers who live on the farm, this, in the 
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narrow sense, 1s the food area of the farm Another part pro- 
vides fodder for the cattle working on the farm, and may 
be called the fodder area A third part consists of the farm- 
yard, roads, ponds, etc , and of that part of the crop area 
that produces seed, 1t may be called the farm-service area, 
as it serves the needs of the whole farm without distinction 
Lastly, the fourth part produces grain and plants destined, 
either raw or processed, for sale on the market, this 1s the 
market or commercial area of the farm The division of the 
territory into these four parts 1s determined 1n each separate 
farm, not by the crops grown, but by the immediate purpose 
of their cultivation 

"The cash 1ncome of the farm 1s determined by the com- 
mercial part of its territory, and the larger the latter and the 
greater the relative value of the produce obtained from ıt, 
the greater the demand made by the farmers on the market 
and the larger the amount of labour the country can maintain 
outside of agriculture within the vicinity of its market, 
the greater, too, 1s the state (fiscal) and cultural impor- 
tance of agnculture to the country, and the greater, too 
are the net income of the cultivator himself and the re- 
sources at his disposal for farm expenses aud for impiove- 
ments" (p 257) 

This argument of Postmikov's would be perfectly true, 
if one, fairly substantial, correction were made the author 
speaks of the importance of the farm’s commercial area to the 
country 1n general, whereas this can obviously be said only 
of a country where money economy predominates, where the 
[Dd part of the produce assumes the form of commod ties 

9 forget this condition, to consider it self-evident, and to 
eu : dons Investigation of how far it 1s applicable to 
political aie would be to fall into the error of vulgar 

o single out the market area fro 
very important For the home marke i prd ipe Mii 
producer's inc Lc eo AAS A 
ome 1n general (by which the level of his pros- 
perity 18 determined) that is significant, but exclusively 
his income in cash The producer's possession of monetar 
resources 18 not d y 
ot determined by his degree of prosperit 
the peasant who obtains from his plot of land iene id 
uce to satisfy his own piot ot land sufficient prod- 
requirements fully, but who engages 
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in natural economy, 1s well-off, but he possesses no monetary 
resources, on the other hand, the half-rumed peasant who 
obtains fiom his plot of land only a small part ot the grain 
he needs and who secures the rest (although in a lesser 
amount and of poorer quality) by casual earnings, 1s not 
well-off, but possesses monetary resources It 1s clear from 
this that no discussion on the importance to the market of 
peasaut farms and the 1ncomes they yield can beot any value 
if not based on a calculation of the cash part of the income 

In order to determine the size of these tour parts ot the 
crop area on the farms of the different groups of peasants, 
Postnikov first estimates the annual consumption of grain, 
taking the round figure of two chetverts* of grain per head 
(p 259), which means two-thirds of a dessiatine per head 
out of the crop area He then estimates the fodder area at 
one and a halt dessiatines per horse, and the seed area at 
6% of the total under ciops, and arrives at the following 
results** (p 319) 


100 dess under crops con ist of Cash income 


od arca ts 
areas crops hold 
(rulles) 

Cultivatingup to 5dess 6 907 423 —39 — — 
5 to 10 6 447 3715 4118 377 30 

» 10 to 25 6 275 30 36 5 1168 191 

^ 25 to 50 6 17 25 52 16 64 574 

r over 50 6 12 24 61 19 52 1,500 


"The difference indicated in the cash income of the 
various groups, says Postuikov, ‘1s sufficient to illustrate 
the importance of the size of the farms, but, actually, this 
difference between the incomes of the various groups from 
cropping should be even greater, for 1t must be assumed 
that the top groups obtain larger harvests per dessiatine and 
secure better prices for the grain they sell 


* A chetvert equals about six bushels —Ed Eng ed 

** To determine tlie cash income Postnikov proceeded as follows 
he assumed that the entire commercial area 1s sown to the dearest 
kind of grain—wheat—and knowing the average crop and prevail- 
10g prices, he calculated the value of the produce obtainable from 
this area 


N 


“In this record of income obtained, we have included 
the cultivated, and not the total area of the larm, for we 
have no precise data on the way 1n which the peasant tarms 
of the Taurida uyezds make use of other farmland for vari- 
ous kinds of livestock, but inasmuch as the cash income of 
the South-Russian peasant, whose sole pursuit 1s croppiug, 
is almost entirely determined by the ciop area, the above 
figures fairly accurately depict the difference in the cash 
income from farming between the various groups of peasants 
These figures show how markedly this income changes with 
the size of the area under crops A family with 75 dessiatines 
under crops obtains a cash income of as much as 1,500 ru- 


bles a year, a family with 34 4 dessiatines under crops obtains 


574 rubles a year, whereas one with 164 dessiatines under 


crops obtains only 191 rubles A family which cultivates 8 
dessiatines obtains only 30 rubles, a sum insutficient to cover 
the cash expenditure of the farm without outside earnings Of 
course, the figures quoted do not show the net income ot the 
farms, to obtain this we have to deduct the expenditure ol the 
household on taxes, »mplements, buildings, the purchase of 
clothing, footwear,etc But such expenditure does not increase 
proportionately as the size of the farm increases Expend- 
iture on maintaining the family increases in proportion to 
its size, and the latter, as the table shows, increases far more 
slowly than the crop area of the various groups As to 
total farm expenditure (payment of land tax and rental, 
repair of buildings and implements), they, at any rate, do 
not increase more than proportionately to the size of tarms, 
whereas the gross cash income from the farm, as the previous 
table shows, increases in more than direct proportion to the 
size of the crop area What is more, all these expenses 
are very small compared with the main item ot farm 
expenditure, the maintenance of labour-power We are thus 
able to formulate the rule that, ın peasant economy, the 
net proceeds per dessiatine from cropping grow progres- 
sively smaller as the size of the farm decreases” (p 320) 
We thus see from Postmkov’s figures that peasant farm- 
ing in the different groups vanes substantially with rc 
spect to the market: the top groups (with more than 25 
dessiatines under crops per household) conduct what 1s 
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already commercial farming, they grow grain for the income 
it provides In the bottom groups, on the contrary, crop- 
ping does not cover the family s essential needs (this ap- 
plies to those who cultivate up to 10 dessiatines per house- 
hold), 1f we make an exact calculation of all farm expendi- 
ture we shall most certainly find that 1n these groups the farm 
1s run at a loss 

It 1s also very interesting to make use of data cited by 
Postnikov to settle the problem of the relationship between 
the splitting of the peasantry into different groups 
and the extent of the market demand We know that the 
extent of this demand depends on the size of the commercial 
area and that the latter becomes greater as the size of the 
farm increases, but parallel to this increase 1n the size of 
the farm ın the top groups there ıs a decrease 1n ifs size in 
the bottom groups As to the number of farms, the bottom 
groups contain twice as many as the top the former constitute 
40% 1n the Taurida uyezds, the latter only 20% Do we not 
get the result, 1n general, that the above-mentioned econom- 
1c split decreases the extent of the market demand? Prop- 
erly speaking, we are entitled to answer this question 1n 
the negative on purely a priori grounds the fact 1s that 1n 
the bottom groups, the farm 1s so small that the family's 
needs cannot be fully covered by agriculture, to avoid dying 
of starvation, the members of these bottom groups have to 
take their labour-power to the market, where its sale pro- 
vides them with monetary resources and thus counterbal- 
ances (to some degree) the lesser demand due to the smaller 
size of the farms But Postnikov's data enable us to give a 
more precise answer to the problem raised 

Let us take some crop area, say, 1,600 dessiatines, and let 
us imagine 1t divided ın two ways firstly, among an econom- 
ically homogeneous peasantry, and, secondly, among peas- 
ants split up into different groups such as we find 1n the 
Taurida uyezds today In the first case, assuming that an 
average peasant farm ha« 16 dessiatines under crops (as 18 ac- 
tually the case 1n the Taurida uyezds), we get 100 farms that 
fully cover their needs by agriculture The demand made on 
the market will equal 191 x100=19,100 rubles Second 
case the 1,600 dessiatines under crops are divided among the 
100 households differently, exactly as the crop area 18 actu- 
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all divided among the peasants ol the Taurida uyezds 
8 households have no crop area at all, 12 cultivate 4 dessia- 
tines each, 20—8 dessiatines each, 40—16 dessiatines each, 
17—34 dessiatines each, and 3—75 dessiatines (a total of 1,583 
dessiatines, 1 e , even a little less than 1,600 dessiatines) With 
such a distribution, a very considerable section ot the peasants 
(40%) will not bein a position to derive a sufficient return 
from their land to cover all their needs The extent of the 
monetary demand made on the market, counting only the 
farms with over 5 dessiatines under crops per household, will 
be as follows (20 x30)+ (40 x 191)-- (17 x574)+ (3 X 1,500) = 
21,350 rubles We thus find that, despite the omission of 20 
households [undoubtedly these also have a cash income, 
but ıt 18 not obtained from the sale of their produce], 
and despite the reduction of the crop area to 1,535 dessia- 
tines, the total monetary demand on the market 1s higher * 

It has already been said that the peasants of the bottom 
economic groups are forced to sell their labour-power, the 
members of the top groups, on the contrary, have to buy 
it, for the workers in their own families are inadequate for 
the cultivation of their large crop areas We must now dwell 
1n greater detail on this important fact Postnikov apparent- 
ly does not class 1t under the ‘new economic developments 1n 
peasant life” (at least, he does not mention 1t 1n his preface, 
where he sums up the results of his work), but 1t 1s deserv- 
ing ot far more attention than the introduction of machines 
or the extension of cropping by the well to do peasants 

‘The more affluent peasantry in the Taurida uyezds," 
the author says,‘ generally employ hired labourers to a consid- 
erable extent and farm an area that far exceeds the working 
capacity of the familes themselves Thus, ın the three 
uyezds the percentage of families in all categories of peas- 
ants employing hired labourers 1s as follows 


Cultivating no land 3 8% 
š up to 5 dess 25 
> $to10 , 26 
10 to 235 , 87 
: 2to50 , 34 7 
= over 50 64 1 
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“These figures show that it 1s mostly the well-to-do 
farmers with the larger cultivated areas that employ hired 
labourers” (p 144) 

Comparing the data already given on family composition 
by groups without hired labourers (for the three uyezds 
separately) and with hired Jabourers (for the three uyezds 
together), we find that by hiring labourers, farmers who sow 
from 25 to 50 dessiatines per household increase the number 
of hands on their farms by about one-third (from 1 8 or 1 9 
working persons per family to 24), while farmers with 
over 50 dessiatines under crops per household almost double 
the number of their workers (from 2 3 to 5), even more than 
double according to the estimate of the author, who con- 
siders that they have to hire 8,241 workers (p 115), while 
they have only 7,129 of their own That the bottom groups 
have to release workers on the side in very large numbers 
1s clear from the very fact that cropping cannot provide them 
with the amount of produce which they need for their own 
subsistence Unfortunately, we have no precise data as to the 
number of persons released for outside work An indirect 
indication of this number may be found in the number of 
householders who lease their allotments, above we have cited 
Postmkov's statement to the effect that about one-third of 
the inhabitants of the Taurida uyezds do not exploit their 
allotment land to the full 


IV 


It can be seen from the data given above that Postmkov 
has fully proved his point on the tremendous diversity” 
in the economic status of the various households This 
diversity applies not only to the property status of the 
peasants and the size of the areas they cultivate, but even 
to the character of the farming 1n the different groups That 
is still not all It turns out that the terms "diversity" and 
“differentiation” are inadequate for a full description of the 
phenomenon When one peasant owns one draught animal and 
another 10, we call that differentiation, but when one rents 
scores of dessiatines of Jand above the allotment that satis- 
fies his needs, with the sole object of deriving profit from 
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its exploitation, thus depriving another peasant of the oppor- 
tunity of renting land which he requires 1n order to feed his 
lamily, we obviously are faced with something much bigger, 
we have to call that sort of thing “strife’ p 323), a "struggle 
of economic interests’ (p XXXII) Although he employs 
these terms, Postnikov does not fully appreciate their 
importance, nor does he see that the terms themselves are 
inadequate To rent allotment land from the impoverished 
section of the population, and to hire as a labourer the 
peasant who has ceased to run his own farm 1s something 
more than mere strife—it 1s downnght exploitation 
Recognising the profound economic strife among the 
peasantry of today, we can no longer restrict ourselves to 
just dividing the peasants into several strata according to 
the property they possess Such a division would suffice 
1f the diversity mentioned above amounted to mere quantita- 
tive differences But that ıs not so If, ın the case of one 
section of the peasants, the aim of agriculture 1s commer- 
cial profit and the result 1s a large cash income, whereas 
in the case of another, agriculture cannot cover even the 
family s essential needs, if the top peasant groups base 
their improved farming on the ruin of the bottom groups, 
if the prosperous peasantry employ hired labour on a 
considerable scale, while the poor are compelled to resort 
to the sale of their labour-power—these are undoubtedly 
qualitative differences, and our task must now be to classify 
the peasantry according to differences in the character of 
the farming itself (meaning by character of farming 
peculiarities not of a techmcal but of an economic order) 
Postnikov has devoted too little attention to these 
latter differences Therefore, while he recognises the need 
for a ‘more general division of the population into groups’ 
(p 110) and attempts to make such a division, this attempt, 


are shall soon see, cannot be considered quite success 
u 


To achieve a more 
into economic groups," 
different criterion. whic 
ac significance in all | 
the division into grou 
And that has also bee 


general division of the population 
Says Postnikov, ‘we shall adopt a 
h, although not of umtorm econom- 
ocalities, 1s more in conformity with 
ps made by the peasants themselves 
n noted ın all uyezds by the Zemstvo 
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statisticians This division 1s made according to the degree 
of the farmers’ independence 1n the conduct of their farms, 
depending on the number of draught animals owned” 
(p 110) 

“At the present time the peasants of the South-Russian 
region may be divided, according to the degree of their 
economic independence and at the same time their methods 
of farming, into the three following main groups 

“1) Peasant households owning a full team of animals, 1e ; 
with enough animals to work a plough or some other plough- 
ing implement and who can cultivate their land with 
their own animals without having to hire or to yoke!’ with 
other peasants When the implement used isa plough or a 
drill plough the peasant has two, three or more pairs of 
draught animals and, correspondingly, three or at least two 
adult workers and a part-time worker 1n the household 

'2) Peasants with insufficient, animals, or yokers, 1e , 
peasants who yoke with one another for field work because 
their own animals do not suffice for independent harnessing 
Such peasants have one or one and a half, 1n some cases even 
two pairs of draught animals and, correspondingly, one or two 
adult workers Where the soil 1s heavy and a plough (or 
a drill plough) needs three pairs of draught animals the 
peasants invariably yoke with each other, even if they 
have two pairs of draught animals of their own 

“3) ‘Footers,’ or householders who have no animals 
whatever or have one (more often than not a horse, as oxen 
are generally kept in pairs and harnessed only in pairs) 
They work by hiring animals from others, or let their land 
for a part of the harvest and have no cultivated land of 
their own 

"This classification of the peasants according to an 
economic criterion fundamental to peasant life, such as in 
the present instance the number of draught animals and the 
manner of harnessing them, 1s usually made by the peas- 
ants themselves But there are considerable variations of 
1t, both within the bounds of each separate group enumer- 
ated above, and ın the division of the groups themselves" 
(p 121) 

These groups constitute the following percentages of the 
total number of households (p 125) 
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I H III 
Working Working Working With no 
with own on yoking with hired land under 
animals basis animais crops 
Berdyansk Uyezd 31 44 6 11 7 67 
Melitopol » 32 7 40 8 13 15 
Dnieper s 43 34 8 13 2 9 


Side by side with this table, the author gives a classi- 
fication of households according to the number of draught 
animals they own, 1n order to show how the animals are dis- 
tributed in the uyezds described 


Percentage of total number of households 
Draught animals (per household) 


4 or more 2or3 one none 
Berdyansk Uyezd 36 2 416 72 15 
Melitopol 34 4 44 1 53 15 6 
Dnieper ; 44 3 36 6 91 14 


Consequently, ın the Taunda uyezds, a full team con- 
sists of no less than four draught animals 

This classification, as made by Postnikov, cannot be 
considered altogether happy, first of all because marked dif- 
ferences are to be observed within each of the three groups 

'In the group of householders owning a team of draught 
animals," the author says, there 1s considerable diversity 
evident 1n South Russia. side by side with the large numbers 
of animals of the well-to-do peasants there are the small 
teams of the poorer peasants The former, in their turn, may 
be subdivided into those with full working teams (6 to 8 or 
more animals) and those with less than a full team (4 to 
6 ammals) The category of ‘footer’ householders also 
presents considerable variety in degree of affluence” (p 124) 

Another inconvenience in the division adopted by Post- 
nikov 1s, as we have already indicated, that the Zemstvo 
statistics do not classify the population according to the 
number of draught animals owned, but according to cul- 
tivated area In order, therefore, to be able to express 
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accurately the property status of the various groups, this 
classification according to cultivated area has to be used 

On this basis Postnikov also divides the population into 
three groups householders who are small cultivators— 
with up to 10 dessiatines under crops, or none at all, middle 
cultivators— with 10 to 25 dessiatines, and large cultivators— 
with over 25 dessiatines per household under crops The 
author calls the first group 'poor," the second middle, 
and the third well-to-do 

In respect of the size of these groups, Postnikov says 

In geueral, among the Taurida peasants (excluding the 
colo usts), the large cultivators constitute about one-sixth 
of the total number of households, those with medium-sized 
crop areas about 40%, while the households with «mall crop 
areas and those with none at all constitute a little over 
40% Taking the population of the Taurida uyezds as a 
whole (including the colonists), the large cultivators consti- 
tute one-fifth, or about 20%, the middle 40%, and the 
small cultivators and those with no tillage about 40%” 
(p 112) 

Hence, the composition of the groups 15 altered very slightly 
by the inclusion. of the German colonists, so that no 
error will arise from using the general data for a whole uyezd 

We now have to describe as accurately as possible the 
economic status of each of these groups separately, and 
to try to ascertain the extent and causes of the economic 
strife among the peasantry 

Postnikov did not set himself this task, that 1s why the 
data he quotes are markedly very scattered and his general 
observations on the groups are not defimte enough 

Let us begin with the bottom group, the poor peasants, 
to which two-fifths of the population of the Taurida uyezds 
belong 

The number of draught animals (the chief instrument 
of production in agriculture) owned by this group 1s the 
best indication of how poor they really are In the three 
uyezds of Taurida Gubernia, out of a total of 263,589 
draught animals, the bottom group possess (p 117) 43,625, or 
17% in all, which 1s 25 times less than the average The data 


on the percentage of households possessing no draught animals 
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were given above (80^o, 48% and 12% for the three subdivi- 
sions of the bottom group) On the basis of these data, 
Postnikov arrived at the conclusion that the percentage of 
householders who possess no animals of their own 1s consid- 
erable only 1n the groups with no land under crops or with 
crop areas of up to 10 dessiatines per household (p 135) 
The crop area of this group corresponds to the number of 
ammals on their own land they cultivate 146,114 dessia- 
tines out of the total of 962 933 dessiatines (1n the three 
uyezds), that 13, 15% The addition of rented land raises the 
sown area to 174,496 dessiatines, but since the sown area of 
the other groups also 1ncreases and does so to a larger extent 
than in the bottom group, the result 1s that the area cultivat- 
ed by the bottom group constitutes only 12% of the total, 
in other words, there 1s only one-eighth of the cultivated 
area to more than three-eighths of the population If we re- 
member that 1t 15 the medium-sized area cultivated by the 
Taurida peasant which the author regards as normal (1e, 
covering all the family s needs) we can easily see how this 


group, with a sown area 34 times less than the average, 15 


deprived of its jus, share 


It ıs quite natural that, under these circumstances, 
the farming of this group 1s ın a very bad way We have 
already seen that 33% to 39% of the population in the 
Taunda uyezds—consequently, the overwhelming majority 
of the bottom group—have no ploughing implements 
whatever Lack of implements compels the peasants to give 
up the land, to lease their allotments Postnikov estimates 
that such lessors (whose farms are undoubtedly already utter- 
ly ruined) comprise about one-third of the population, that 
18, again a considerable majority of the poor group Let 
us note 1n passing that this practice of “selling” allotments 
(to borrow the customary expression of the peasants) has 
been reflected im Zemstvo statistics everywhere, and on 
a very large scale The periodicals which have drawn atten- 
tion to this fact have already managed to invent a remedy 
for it—the inahenabilhty of allotments Postnikov quite 
nghtly questions the effectiveness of such measures, which 
reveal ın their authors a purely bureaucratic faith in the 
power of the decrees of the authorities “There can be no 
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doubt,” he says, “that merely to prohibit the leasing of land 
will not eliminate it when it 13 so deeply rooted 1n the present 
economic structure of peasant life A peasant who has no 
implements and means with which to run his own farm 13 
virtually unable to make use of his allotment and has to 
lease ıt to other peasants who are in a position to farm ıt 
The direct prohibition of the leasing of land will force the 
peasant to do ıt surreptitiously, without control, and most 
likely on terms that are worse tor the lessor than at present, 
since he 1s forced to lease his land. Furthermore, allotments 
will increasingly be leased through the village courts "' in 
payment of taxation arrears, and such leasing 1s the least 
advantageous for the poor peasant" (p 140) 

Absolute economic decline ıs to be observed ın the case 
of all the members of the poor group 

‘At bottom,” says Postnikov, ‘there 1s no great difference 
1n economic status between the householders who sow noth- 
ing and those who sow httle, cultavating their land with 
hired animals The former lease the whole of their land to 
their fellow villagers, the latter only part, but both groups 
either serve as labourers tor their fellow villagers, or engage 
1n outside employments, mostly agricultural, while continuing 
to live at home Hence, both these categories of peasants— 
those who sow nothing and those who sow little—may be 
examined together, both belong to the class of peasants 
who are losing their farms, who 1n most cases are ruined 
or on the verge of ruin, and are without the livestock and 
implements with which to work their farms’ (p 135) 

‘While the non-farming, non-cultivating households are in 
most cases those that aie already ruined,” says Postnikov a 
little later on, “those that cultivate little, that lease their 
land, are candidates for membership of that category Every 
severe harvest failure, or chance calamity such as fire, loss 
of horses, etc , drives some of the householders out of this 
group into the category of non-farming peasants and farm 
labourers A householder who, from one cause or another, 
loses his draught animals, takes the first step along the 
road to ruin Cultivating the land with hired animals 13 
too casual and unsystematic, and usually leads to a reduc- 
tion of cropping Such a muzhik 1s refused credit by the 
village loan-and-savings societies and by his tellow villag- 
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ers [a footnote says "In the Taurida uyezds there aie very 
many loan-and-savings societies 1n the big villages, operat- 
ing with funds borrowed from the State Bank, but it 13 
only the rich and well-to-do householders who obtain loans 
from them”), “when he does get a loan, 1t 18 usually on worse 
terms than those obtained by the ‘thriving’ peasants ‘How 
can you lend him anything 1f he has nothing to pay with?’ 
the peasants say Once he gets involved in debt, the first 
stroke ot ıll luck robs him of his land too, especially if he 
1s also 1n arrears with his taxes" (p 139) 

The extent of the decline of farming among the peas- 
ants of the poor group can best be seen from the fact that the 
author does not even attempt to answer the question of 
exactly how they run their farms In the case of farms that 
cultivate less than 10 dessiatines per household, he Says, 
“the conditions of farming are too fortuitous for it to be 
described by any defimte system’ (p 278) 

The characteristics of peasant farming 1n the bottom group 
that have been cited are, despite their considerable 
number, still quite inadequate, they are exclusively nega- 
tive ın character, although there surely must be positive 
characteristics All we have heard so far is that the peas- 
ants of this group cannot be regarded as independent agri- 
culturists, because their farms are in absolute decline, 
their cultivated area is far too inadequate and because, 
lastly, their farms are run haphazardly "Only the pros- 
perous and well-to-do farmers, who are not in need of seed,’ 
remark the statisticians iu describing Bakhmut Uyezd, 
can observe any sort ot system in sowing crops, but the 
poor peasants sow whatever happens to be on hand, any- 
Where and anyhow” (p 278) Nevertheless, the existence of 
all this mass of the peasantry embraced by the bottom group 
(in the three Taurida uyezds, over 30,000 households and 
f both sexes) cannot be accidental If 


ings [n view of the 


industries in the South, such earnings are mostly agricul- 
tural which means, in fact, that the peasants are hiring 
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themselves for farm work To prove in greater detail 
that the chief feature of the economy of the bottom group 
of peasants 1s the sale of their labour-power, let us proceed 
to examine this group according to the categories into which 
they are divided ın the Zemstvo statistics As to the non- 
farming householders, nothing need be said of them they 
are farm labourers pure and simple In the second category 
we have cultivators with crop areas of up to 5 dessiatines per 
household (the average 1s 3 5 dessiatines) The division of the 
cultivated area, given above, into farm-service, fodder, food 
and commercial, shows us that an area of this size 1s alto- 
gether inadequate "The first group, with a cultivated area up 
to 5 dessiatines per household,” says Postmkov, “have no mar- 
ket, or commercial, area at all, they can only exist with the 
help of outside earnings, obtained by working as farm 
labourers, or by other means’ (p 319) There remains the last 
category—the farmers with 5 to 10 dessiatines of cultivated 
land per household The question 1s what, among the peas- 
ants of this group, 18 the relation of independent farming to 
the so called ‘earnings’? For a precise answer to this 
question, we should have several typical peasant budgets 
relating to the farmers of this group Postnikov fully admits 
the need for and 1mportance of budget data, but points out 
that the "collection of such data 1s extremely difficult, and 
in many cases simply beyond the power of the statisti- 
cians” (p 107) We find it very difficult to agree to this 
view Moscow statisticians have collected several extremely 
interesting and detailed budgets (see Statistical. Returns 
for Moscow Gubernia Section on Economic Statistics, Vols 
VI and VII) ın several uyezds of Voronezh Gubernia, as the 
author himself 1ndicates, budget data have even been collect- 
ed on a house-to-house basis 

It 1s a great pity that the budget material Postnikov 
himself gives 1s very inadequate he cites the budgets of 
seven German colonists and of only one Russian peasant, 
moreover, all are those of big cultivators (the minimum—1in 


the case of the Russian—is 394 dessiatines sown), that 1s, 
all belong to a group of whose economy one may obtaina clear 


enough idea from the facts contained ın the Zemstvo statis- 
tics Expressing his regret that he was “unable during his 
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tour to gather a larger nuniber of peasant budgets," Post- 
nikov says that “to give an exact appreciation of these budg- 
ets 1s, ın general, no easy matter The Tauridians are 
quite frank 1n giving economic information, but often enough 
they themselves do not know the exact figures of their 1n- 
come and expenditure The peasants recall with greater 
accuracy the general amount of their expenditure, or the 
biggest items of income and expenditure, but small amounts 
almost invariably escape their memory" (p 288) It would, 
however, be better to collect a few budgets, even without 
minor details, than, as the author has done, to collect 
“about 90 descriptions and an evaluation” of the economic 
situation, which ıs elucidated with sufficient clarity in the 
Zemstvo house-to-house censuses 

In the absence of budgets, only two kinds of data are at 
our disposal for determining the character of the economy 
of the group under review firstly, Postnikov s estimates 
of the cultivated area per household necessary to feed an 
average family, and, secondly, data on the division of the 
cultivated area into four parts, and on the average cash 
expenditure (per family per year) of the local peasants 

On the basis of detailed estimates of the cultivated area 
required for a family's food, for seed and for fodder, Postni- 
kov arrives at the following final conclusion 

“A peasant family of average size and well-being, hv- 
ing exclusively by farming and balancing its income and 
expenditure without, deficit, needs, given average harvests, 


4 dessiatines to feed 6 members of the family, 45 dessia- 


tines to feed 3 draught horses, 1+ dessiatines for seed supply, 
and 6 to 8 dessiatines for the production of grain for sale, or 
in all, 16 to 18 dessiatines under crops The average 
Tauridian has about 18 dessiatines under crops per house- 
hold but 40% of the population of the three Taurida uyezds 
have less than 10 dessiatines per household, and if they are 
nevertheless able to engage in farming, it 1s only because 
part of their income is derived from outside employments 
and by leasing part of their land The economic position of 
this section of the population is abnormal and insecure, 
because in the majority of cases they are unable to accumulate 
the reserve to tide them over a difficult period’ (p 272), 
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As the average cultivated area per household in the group 
under review 1s 8 dessiatines, 1e , less than half the area 
required (17 dessiatines), we are entitled to conclude that 
the peasants of this group derive the greater part of their 
income from “employments,” 1e, from the sale of their 
labour 

Here is another calculation according to Postnikov's 
data, quoted above, on the division of the cultivatea area, 
out of 8 dessiatines under crops, 0 48 dessiatines will go for 
seed, 3 dessiatines for fodder (1n this group there are 2, not 3, 
draught animals per household), and 3 576 dessiatines for 
the food of the family (its «ize 1s also below the average— 


about 54 persons, not 64), so that less than one dessiatine 


(0 944) remains for the commercial area, the income from 
which the author estimates at 30 rubles But the amount 
of a Tauridian’s essential cash expenditure 1s much greater 
It 13 much easier to collect information on the amount of 
cash expenditure than on budgets, says the author, because 
the peasants themselves often make calculations of this sort 
These calculations show that 

“In the case of a family of average size, 1e , consisting 
of the working husband, the wife and 4 young children or 
adolescents, if they farm their own land (roughly about 
20 dessiatines) and do not resort to renting, the essential 
cash expenditure, as estimated by the Tauridians, amounts to 
between 200 and 250 rubles per annum A cash expenditure 
of 150 to 180 rubles 1s considered to be the minimum that 
a small family must make, even if they stint themselves in 
everything An annual income of less than this amount 18 
considered quite inadequate, for ın these parts a working 
man and his wife can, by farm-labouring earn 120 rubles 
a year, with board and lodging, without incurring the expense 
of maintaining livestock, implements and so forth, and, 
in addition, can get ‘extras’ from land leased to fellow 
villagers” (p 289) As the group under examination 1s below 
the average, we take the minimum, not the average, cash 
expenditure, and the lowest figure of this minimum at that— 
150 rubles—which has to be derived from “employments ” 
According to this calculation, a peasant of the group under 
eXamination derives from bis own farming a total of 1175 


54 V I ICNIN 
eee 


rubles (30+87 5*), and from the sale of his labour-power 
120 rubles Consequently, we again find that by independent 
farming the peasants ot this group can only cover less than 
half of their minimum expenditure ** 

Thus an examination of the character of the economy 
in all the subdivisions of the bottom group leads us to the 
unquestionable conclusion that although the majority of 
the peasants do cultivate small plots, the sale of their labour- 
power 1s their principal source of livelihood All the peasants 
of this group are hired labourers rather than independent 
farmers 

Postnikov did not raise this question of the character 
of the economy of the bottom group of peasants, and did 
not elucidate the relation of outside employments to the 
peasant’s own farming—and that js a big defect in his 
work As a result, he does not adequately explain the, at 
first glance, strange fact that although the peasants of the 
bottom group have too little land of their own, they aban- 
don it, lease it, as a result the important fact, that the means 
of production (1 e, land and implements) possessed by the 
bottom group of peasants are quantitatively far below the 
average, 1s not linked up with the general character of their 


* A food area of 37 desstatines will yield 25 rubles in produce per 


dessiatine (25 X 35 = 87 5)—Postnikov s calculation, p 272 
calculations made by Mr Yuzhakov in Russkaya Mysl * 


for other expenditu 
statisticians cloc elt perum of 8 budgets collected by Moscow 
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farming Since the average quantity of means of production, 
as we have seen, is only just enough to satisfy the essen- 
tial needs of the family, 1t necessarily and inevitably follows 
from this fact —the fact of the poor peasants being deprived 
of their fair share—that they must seek means of produc- 
uon belonging to others to which to apply their labour, 
1e, they must sell themselves 

Let us now pass to the second group—the middle one, 
also embracing 40% of the population Under this category 
come farmers with a cultivated area of from 10 to25 dessiatines 
per household The term “middle” 1s fully applicable to the 
members of this group, with the reservation, however, that 
their means of production are somewhat (slightly) below the 
average the cultivated area per household 1s 16 4 dessiatines, 
as against the average of 17 dessiatines for all peasants, live- 
stock—7 3 head per household, as against an average of 
7 6 (draught animals—3 2, as against an average of 3 1), 
total tillage per household—17 to 18 dessiatines (allotment, 
purchased, and rénted), as against an average of 20 to 21 des- 
siatines for the uyezds A comparison of the number of 
dessiatanes under crops per housebold with the norm given by 
Postnikov, shows that the farming of their own land by this 
group yields them only just enough for their subsistence 

All these facts, ıt would seem, should lead us to think 
that the farming of this group of peasants 1s the most stable 
the peasant covers all his expenses by it, he works not for 
profit but only to satisfy primary needs As a matter of 
fact, however, we see the very opposite the farming of 
this group of peasants 1s distinguished by its very consid- 
erable instability 

Firstly, an average cultivated area of 16 dessiatines 13 
shown to be adequate Consequently, peasants with 10 to 16 
dessiatines under crops do not cover all their expenses by 
farming and are also obliged to resort to outside employ- 
ments From Postnikov's approximate estimates quoted 
above, we see that this group hires 2,846 workers, whereas 
it releases 3,389, or 543 more Hence, about half the farms 
in the group are not fully provided for 

Further, in this group the number of draught animals 
per household 1s 3 2, whereas, as we have seen, the number 
needed for a team ıs four Consequently, a large number 
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of the households ın this group have insulficient animals 
of their own with which to cultivate their land, and have to 
resort to yoking The yokers 1n this group likewise consti- 
tute no less than one-half of the total we may drawthis 
conclusion from the fact that the proportion of households 
owning working teams 1s about 4096, of which 20% go to 
the prosperous upper group, the remaining 20% belonging 
to the middle group, so that no less than half of the middle 
group do not own a working team Postmkov does not give 
the exact number of yokers 1n this group Turning to the 
Zemstvo statistical abstracts we find the following data 
(for two uyezds) * 
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ity of th group e two uyezds, a minor 


@ households cultivate their land with their own 
animals in Melitopol Uyezd less than one-third of the 
households, ın Dnieper Uyezd less than one-half Hence, 
the number of yokers estımated above for all the three uyezds 
(one-half) 1s, af anything, too low and certainly not exag- 
gerated Of course, the peasant’s inability to farm with 
avimals of his own is 1n itself sufficiently indicative of the 
instability of his farm, but, as an illustration, let us quote 


* Statistical Ret 
for Taurida Gubernia, Vol I) pae LR Appendix to. Berurae 


Ret Topol, 1885, p B 195 Statistical 
Salomi Ted pym (Returns for Taurida Gubernia, Vol 11), 
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the description of the yoking system given by Postnikov, 
who, unfortunately, pays too little attention to this phenom- 
enon, interesting as 1t ıs economically and from the stand- 
point of hfe and customs 

‘Among the peasants who work on a yoling basis,” 
says Postnikov, ‘the standard working area 1s lower [than 
among the peasants who work with their own animals] by 
virtue of the law of mechamics which says that three horses 
harnessed together do not pull three times as much as one 
horse Those who arrange to yoke may live at different ends 
of the village (they are usually relatives), furthermore, the 
number of plots belonging to the two householders (some- 
times three householders yoke) 1s twice that of one All this 
increases the time spent on travelling from one section to 
another " [A footnote says "When the land 1s divided, each 
household receives for its members an unbroken patch in a 
particular field, hence small families receive smaller patches 
The conditions of yokhing in Taurida Guberma vary con- 
siderably If one of the yokers has a drill plough, he 
gets an extra dessiatine ploughed—e g, one gets 10 des- 
siatines, the other 11—or the one who has no drill plough of 
his own has to bear all the expenses of repairing 1t while 1n use 
Similarly, when the number of yoked animals 1s unequal, 
one gets an extra day's ploughing done, ete In the village of 
Kamenka, the owner oí a drill plough receives from three to 
six rubles in cash for the spring Ouarrels among the yokers 
are generally very frequent "] "Some time 1s also spent in 
coming to terms, and it may happen that the yokers fall out 
before the work 1s finished The yokers sometimes do not 
have enough horses for harrowing, in which case the drill 
plough horses are unharnessed some go off for water, while 
the others harrow In the village of Yuzkui, I was told that 
yokers often plough no more than one dessiatine a day, 
which 1s half the normal rate" (p 233) 

There 1s a shortage of implements in addition to the 
shortage of animals From the table given above, showing 
the numberof 1mplements perhousehold inthe various groups, 
we see that 1n the middle group, 1n all the uyezds, there 
1s not less than one ploughing implement per household Ac- 
tually, however, the distribution of 1mplements even with- 
in the group 1s by no means uniform Unfortunately, Poste 
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nikov does not give any data on this subject, and we have 
to turn to the Zemstvo statistical abstracts In Dmieper 
Uyezd, 1,808 households out of 8,227 have no ploughing 
implements at all, ın Melitopol Uyezd 2,954 out of 13,789, 
in the former uyezd the ill-provided households constitute 
21.9% of the total, ın the latter 214% There can be no 
doubt that the householders who have no ploughing imple- 
ments approximate the bottom group in economic status, 
while those who have more than one such implement per 
household approximate the top group The number of 
householders who have no ploughs 1s even higher 325% 
in Dmeper Uyezd and 655% ın Mehtopol Lastly, 
the peasants of this group own an insignificant number of 
reaping machines (they are of very great importance in 
South-Russian peasant farming because of the shortage of 
workers for hand reaping and the long-tract system, which 
drags out grain removal for months) in Dnieper Uyezd 
the whole group owns 20 mowing and reaping machines (one 
per 400 households), 1n Melitopol Uyezd, 1785 (one per 
700 households) 

The general system of peasant farming in this group 
is described by Postmkov as follows 

“Householders having less than four draught animals 
invariably yoke together for the cultivation of their fields 
and for sowing The householders of this category have 
either two working members or only one The lower relative 
working capacity of such farmers 1s due to the smaller size 
of the farms, the yoking system, and the shortage of imple- 
ments The yokers mostly plough with small, three-share drill 
ploughs, which work more slowly If such peasants harvest 
their grain with machines hired from neighbours, they get 
them only after the latter have cut their own crops Har- 
vesting by hand takes longer, 1n some cases necessitates the 
hiring of day labourers, and 1s more expensive For single- 
handed peasants any urgent household matter, or the perform- 
ance of public duties, interrupts the work If the single- 
handed peasant goes to work ın a distant field, where the 
peasants usually spend the whole week until the ploughing 
and sowing are completed, he has to return to the village 
more often to see how the family at home 1s fanng" (p 278) 
Such single-handed peasants (one working member in the 
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family) constitute the majority in the group under examina- 
tion, as will be seen trom the following table given by Postni- 
kov and showing the number of working members in the 
famihes 1n the different. crop-sowing groups 1n all the three 
uyezds of Taurida Guberma (p 143) 


Per 100 households 


With no With 3 or 
With 1 With 2 
E ork- worker workers ore d orke 
Cultıvating no land 19 67 14 3 

- upto 5 dess 9 716 117 17 
s 5 to 10 , 42 74 8 17 7 33 
10 to 2 , 47 59 29 10 3 
> 25 to 50 , 12 40 35 7 23 1 
» over 50 , 09 25 34 3 39 8 
Average 43 60 6 24 6 10 5 


It will be seen from this table that three-fifths of the fam- 
ilies in the middle group have one working member each 
or none at all * 

To illustrate the relation of the middle to the top group, 
and the stability of its farms in general, let us quote 
data from Statistical Returns for Dnieper Uyezd showing 
how all the land at the peasants’ disposal, and the culti- 
vated area** 1n particular, 1s distributed among the groups. 
We get the following table *** 


* In support of his point about the considerable advantages in 
farming enjoyed by the large-family householders (1e, those with 
many working members) over the single-handed householders, 
Postnikov cites Trirogov s well-known book The Village Community 
and the Peasant Tax 

** The data relate to the entire Dnieper Uyezd, including villages 
not counted in the volosts The figures in the “Total land ın use’ column 
I bave calculated myself by adding together the amounts of allot- 
ment, rented and purchased land end subtracting the amount, leased 
Dnieper Uyezd bas been chosen because ıt ıs inhabited almost 
exclusively by Russians 

+++ See table on p 60 —Ed 
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This table shows that the middle group held more allot- 
ment arable than the others 46 5% of the total The peasants 
were forced by the inadequacy of their allotments to resort 
to renting, as a result of which the area cultivated by them 
increased all in all by more than 50% The amount of 
land n the hands of the middle group also increased ab- 
solutely, but decreased relatwely—to 41 2% of the total 
area and 4396 of the cultivated area, first place was occupied 
by the top group Hence, not only the bottom group, but 
the middle one, too, feels the direct pressure of the top 
group, which deprives them of the land 

All that has been said entitles us to describe the eco- 
nomic status of the middle group as follows It comprises 
peasants who live exclusively on the returns trom the land 
they cultivate themselves, the area of the latter 1s almost 
equal to the average area cultivated by the local peasantry 
(or somewhat less) and barely covers the family’s essen- 
tial needs But the insufficiency of animals and imple- 
ments, and their uneven distribution, render the farming 
of this group of peasants unstable, precarious, especially 
1n view of the menacing tendency of the top group to squeeze 
out the bottom and middle groups 

Let us now turn to this top group, which comprises the 
affluent peasantry In the Taurida uyezds 1t embraces one-fifth 
of the population, with a cultivated area of over 25 dessiatines 
per household Sufficient facts have already been cited to 
show the extent to which this group 1s really richer than 
the others in draught animals, implements, and allotment 
and other land To show how much better off the peasants 
of this group are than the middle peasants, we shall cite 
only the following data of crop areas in Dmeper Uyezd, 
the well-to-do group have 41 3 dessiatines under crops per 
household, whereas the average for the uyezd 1s 17 8 dessia- 
tines, or less than half as much Generally speaking, this aspect 
of the matter—the greater prosperity of the big cultivators— 
has been sufficiently brought out by Postmkov, but he pays 
practically no attention to another and far more important 
question what part is played by this group's farming 1n 
the total agricultural production of the region, and what 
price 1s paid by the other groups for the thriving condition 
of the top group 
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The fact of the matter 1s that this group 1s numerically 
very small—in the most prosperous region of the South, 
Taurida Gubernia, it constitutes only 20% of the popu- 
lation It might therefore be thought that 1ts relative m- 
portance to the locality’s general economy 1s not great 
Actually, however, we find the contrary to be true this 
well-to-do minority plays a predominant part in the total 
output of agricultural produce Inthethree Taurida uyezds, 
out ot a total of 1,439,267 dessiatines under crops 724,678 
dessiatines, or more than half, are in the hands of the well- 
to-do peasants These figures, of course, are a far from 
accurate expression of the predominance of the top group, 
inasmuch as the well-to-do peasants’ harvests are much 
larger than those of the poor and the middle peasants, who, 
as shown ın Postnikov’s description quoted above, do not 
run their farms on proper lines 

Thus, the principal grain producers are the top group 
of peasants, and hence (a fact of the utmost importance, 
and one particularly often ignored) all the various 
descriptions of agriculture and talk about agricultural 
improvements and so on, relate primarily and mostly 
(sometimes even exclusively) to the prosperous minority 
Let us take, for example, the data relating to the distribu- 
tion of improved implements 

Postmkov speaks of the Taurida peasant’s implements 
as follows 

“With few exceptions, the implements of the peasant 
are the same as those of the German colonist, but less var- 
1ed, sometimes of poorer quality, and therefore cheaper An 
exception is the south-western, less densely populated 
part of Dnieper Uyezd, where the primitive. Little-Rus- 
sian implements, the heavy wooden plough and wooden 1ron- 
tipped drill plough, are still ın vogue In the rest of the 
Taurida uyezds, the ploughs used by the peasants are ev- 
erywhere of an improved type, made of iron Side by side 
with the iron plough the drill plough 1s everywhere of primary 
importance 1n the cultivation of the soil and 1n many cases 


* This mistake for example 1s made b 
y Mr Slonimsky, who in 
an article on Postnikov’s book says “The well-to-do eau di peasants 
is lost 1n the mass of the poor and in some areas would seem to be 
altogether non-existent” (Vestnik Yevropy, 1893, No 3, p 307) 
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18 the only ploughing implement used by the peasants But 
most frequently the drill plough 1s used side by side with the 
iron plough The harrows everywhere are of wood, with 
iron teeth, and are of two types two-horse harrows, with a 
10-foot stretch, and one-horse harrows, with a stretch of 
about 7 feet The drill plough 1s an implement with 3, 
4 or 5 shares Very often a small seed drill 1s attached to 
the front of the drill plough and 1s operated by 1ts wheel It 
plants the seed while the drill plough fills 1n the drills Of the 
other implements used by the peasants in cultivating the 
soil we meet, although not often, with the wooden roller, 
used to rol] the soil after sowing Reaping-machines have 
spread among the peasants particularly in the last 10 years 
In the more prosperous villages, the peasants relate, almost 
half the households possess them —. Mowing-machines are 
far more rarely met with among the peasants than reapers 
Horse rakes and threshers are equally rare The use of winnow- 
ing-machines ıs universal For carting purposes, the Ger- 
man farm waggon and mazhara* are used exclusively, 
they are now built in many of the Russian villages Stone 
toothed rollers of various sizes are universally used for 
threshing" (pp 213-15) 

To learn how these implements are distributed, we have to 
turn to the Zemstvo statistical abstracts, although their data 
are not complete either the Taurida statisticians registered 
only ploughs and drill ploughs, reapers and mowers, and ve- 
hicles (waggons and mazharas) If we combine the data for 
Mehtopol and Dnieper uyezds we shall find that of the total 
number (46,522) of ploughs and cultivators the top group owns 
19,987, or 42 9%, waggons, 23,747 out of 59,478, or 39 9%, 
and, finally, reapers and mowers, 2,841 out of 3,061, or 92 8% 

Data have already been cited to show that labour pro- 
ductivity ın the top groups of the peasantry is consider- 
ably higher than 1n the bottom and middle groups Let us 
now see what peculiarities of technique determine this 
specificfeature of the economy of the big cultivators 

“The amount of land held and used by the peasants,” 
says Postnikov, “largely determines the system and charac- 
ter of farming Unfortunately, the dependence of one on the 

* Mazhara—a long heavy farm cart with a hgbt framework 
of poles for its sides —Ed Eng ed 
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other has so far been little studied by our investigators of 
peasant farming, who not infrequently conceive it to 
be of the same type among all sections of the rural popu- 
lation Leaving aside the system of farming, I shall endeav- 
our briefly to summarise the peculiarities 1n the farming 
technique of different peasant groups insofar as I have been 
able to ascertain them during my visits to the Taurida uyezds 
“Householders who work with their own animals and do not 
resort to yoking, own four, five, six or more draught animals * 
Their economic status, however, varies considerably A four- 
share drill plough requires a team of four animals, a five- 
share implement a team of five animals Ploughing ıs followed 
by harrowing, and 1f the farmer has no extra horse, he cannot 
harrow immediately behind the plough, but only when the 
ploughing ıs finished, that 1s, the seed 1s covered when the soil 
is already slightly dry, a circumstance that does not favour 
germination If the ploughing 1s done at a distance from 
the village, necessitating the carting of water and fodder, 
the absence of an extra horse also interrupts the work In 
all such cases, the lack of a full complement of working 
animals leads to loss of time and delays the sowing Given 
a larger number of draught animals and a multi-share drill 
plough, the peasants are ableto plant their fields more quickly, 
to make the most of favourable weather, and to cover the seed 
with moister soil Thus it 1s the “full” farmer, the one with six, 
or, better still, seven draught animals, that has the advantage 
inthe technique ofspringsowing With sevenhorses,a five-share 
drill plough and two harrows can function simultaneously 
Such a farmer, the peasants say, ‘carries on without a stop ' 
“Even more important is the difference 1n the status of the 
farmers 1n the period immediately following the reaping, 
when 1n a good harvest year the utmost exertion of labour- 
power is demanded on the farm A farmer with six draught 
animals can thresh the grain as1t 1s carted and does not need to 
stack it, thus, of course, saving time and manpower” (p 277) 
To complete the description of the big cultivator's 
economy, it should be mentioned that farming ın the case 
of this group of cultivators 1s a “commercial” enterprise, as 


* The peasants of the prosperous group own 6 to 10 d ht 
animals per household (see shows) EUM is 
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Postnikov puts ıt The data given above showing the size 
of the commercial area fully bear out the author’s descrip- 
tion, 1nasmuch as the greater part of the cultivated area 
yields produce for the market—52% of the total area on 
farms with from 25 to 50 dessiatines under crops, and 61% on 
farms with over 50 dessiatines under crops Further evidence 
of this ıs the amount of the cash income even the minimum ın 
the case of the well-to-do group—574 rubles per household— 
is more than double the essential cash expenditure (200 
to 250 rubles), thus forming a surplus which 1s accumulated 
and serves for the farm's expansion and improvement “In 
the case of the more affluent peasants, those with over 50 des- 
siatines under crops per household," even “one branch of anı- 
mal husbandry—the breeding of coarse-fleece sheep— assumes 
a market character," as Postnikov informs us (p 188) 

Let us now pass to another question, one that is also 
inadequately treated (in fact, left practically untouched) 
by Postnikov how does the economic success of the minor- 
ity of the peasants affect the majority? Undoubtedly, the 
effect 1s completely negative the data cited above (especially 
those relating to the renting of land) are sufficient proof 
of this, so that we may here confine ourselves merely to 
summing up In allthree uyezds of Taurida Gubernia, the 
peasants rent a total of 476,334 dessiatines of land (non-allot- 
ment and allotment), of which 298,727 dessiatines, or more 
than three-fifths (63%), are taken by the prosperous group 
Only 6% falls to the share of the poor group, and 31% to 
that of the middle group If we bear in mind that it is the 
two bottom groups that are most—if not exclusively—in 
need of rented land (the data given above regarding the dis- 
tribution of land among the peasant groups in Dmeper 
Uyezd show that in the case of the top group the allotment 
arable alone 1s almost sufficient for a sown area of “normal” 
size), it will be obvious how severely they must suffer 
from lack of land due to the commercial expansion of the 
tallage of prosperous peasants * 


* “The German colonist presses hard upon the local peasant 
in depriving him of adjacent land, which he could otherwise rent or 
urchase " says Postnikov (p 292) Obviously, in this respect the 
ussian well to-do peasant stands closer to the German colonist 
than to his poor compatriot 
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The distribution of the renting of allotment land, data 
for which have been given above, leads to exactly the same 
conclusions To show the importance of the renting of allot- 
ment land to the different groups of peasants, let us quote 
the description of this type of renting given 1n Chapter IV 
of Postnikov's work 

“Allotment land," he says, “1s now an object of exten- 
sive speculation among the South-Russian peasants Land 
1s used as security for loans on promissory notes, these lat- 
ter circulating very widely here among the Taurida peasants, 
the proceeds from the land going to the money-lender until 
the debt ıs cleared The land 1s leased or ‘sold’ for one or two 
years, and longer periods—8, 9 or 11 years Such allotment 
leases are officially registered 1n the volost or village ad- 
ministration offices On Sundays and holidays, I have seen 
large animated crowds in big villages standing ın front of 
the village administration offices In answer to my inquiry 
as to why the people were assembled, I was told that re- 
freshments were being consumed and allotments ‘sold,’ 
the ‘sales’ being registered im the books of the village 
authorities The ‘sale’ of allotments 18 practised both in 
villages where the land 1s divided according to the number 
of registered persons in each family and no fundamental 
redistribution of the land takes place, and 1n villages where 
the land 1s divided according to the number of actual mem- 
bers in each family and ıs subject to periodical redistribu- 
tion, only, 1n the latter case, the transactions are usually 
for shorter periods, until the next redistribution date, 
which in these parts has recently 1n most cases been deter- 
mined ın advance by the community's decision on land 
redistribution Nowadays, these allotment-land transac- 
tions in the South-Russian villages are bound up with 
oe most vital interests of the local prosperous peasants, 
The. are so numerous here, especially ın the Taurida uyezds 
us. e one of the principal conditions for 
maurs peasan ee of land practised by prosperous 
io them Thal ia ok d considerable economic advantage 
kivettosid y the prosperous peasants are so sensi- 

owadays to every change 1n their manner of hfe which 

might deprive them of this renting of 1 d 
cheap and 15, morooy g of land that 1s mostly 
, er, situated near by” (p 140) He 
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then goes on to tell of how the Melitopo! Uyezd Board of 
Peasants’ Affairs demanded that each separate case of 
allotment leasing should be sanctioned by the village assem- 
bly, how the peasants were inconvenienced by this order and 
how “its only effect so far has been the disappearance of the 
land transaction records from the village courts, although 
they are probably still being kept unofficially” (p 140) 

Despite the large amouut of land they rent, the pros- 
perous peasants are also practically the only purchasers of 
land in Dnieper Uyezd they own 78% of all the pur- 
chased land, and ın Melitopol Uyezd 42,737 dessiatines out 
of a total of 48,099 dessiatines, or 88% 

Lastly, 1t is exclusively this category of peasants to 
whom credits are available To supplement the author’s 
remarks already cited on the village loan-and-savings so- 
cieties 1n the South, we shall quote the following description 
of them 

“The village loan-and-savings societies now to be found 
here and there in our country—they are very numerous 
in the Taurida villages, for example—chiefly assist pros- 
perous peasants, and,1t 1s to be presumed, quite substantially 
I have on several occasions heard peasants in the Taurida 
villages where these societies function saying "Thank God, 
we've got rid of the Jews!’ But 1t ıs the prosperous peasants 
who say this The economically weak peasants cannot find 
guarantors and do not get loans" (p 368) There is nothing 
surprising in this monopoly of credit the credit transac- 
tion is nothing more than deferred-payment purchase 
Quite naturally, payment can only be made by those who 
have the means, and among the South-Russian peasants 
it 18 only the well-to-do minority that have them 

To complete the description of the economy of this 
group, which surpasses all the other groups taken together 
in the fruits of its productive activity, we have only to 
recall that it resorts "to a considerable extent" to hired 
labour, of which members of the lower group are perforce 
the suppliers It should be remarked in this regard that 
1t 1$ a matter of immense difficulty to calculate exactly 
the hired labour employed 1n agriculture, a difficulty which, 
1t seems, has not yet been overcome by our Zemstvo sta- 
istics As agriculture does not require a constant aud 
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steady supply of labour all year round, but only an extra 
supply for a definite season, the registration of regular hired 
labourers alone wil by no means indicate the degree 
of exploitation of hired labour, while the calculation of the 
number of seasonal (often casual) labourers 1s extremely dif- 
ficulu In making a rough estimate of the number of hired 
labourers ın each group, Postinkov sets the labour norm ın 
the prosperous group at 15 dessiatines under crops per working 
member * From Chapter VII of his book, where the author 
examines in detail the actual size of the area cultivated, 
we learn that this norm 1s achieved only when the crop 18 
machine harvested Yet the number of harvesting-ma- 
chines 1s not very large even ın the prosperous group—in 
Dnieper Uyezd, for example, 1t ıs about one per 10 house- 
holds—so that even if we bear in mind the author's 
statement that when they have completed their own har- 
vesting, the owners of the machines hire them out, we shall 
nevertheless find that the majority of the peasants have 
to go without machines, and, consequently, have to hire 
day labourers The employment of hired labour ın the top 
group must therefore be on a larger scale than the author 
estimates, so that the big money income obtained by the 
peasants of this group largely (if not entirely) represents 
income from capital, 1n the specific meaning of that term 
given to it by scientific political economy 

Summing up what has been said about the third group, 
we arrive at the following description of ıt the prosperous 
peasants, who possess considerably more than the average 
quantity of means of production, and whose labour, as a 
consequence, 18 more productive, are the principal growers 
of agricultural produce in the district, and predominate 
over the remaining groups, this group’s farming 1s commer- 
cial 1n character, and is very largely based on the exploi- 
tation of hired labour 

The brief survey we have made of the political-economic 
differences 1n the economy of the three groups of the popu- 
lation of this area has been based on a Systematisation of 


* For 18 to2 Maki members it is 27 to 34 5 dessiatines, but, 
as we know, the peasants of the prosperous group sow 34 5 to 75 des- 
siatines Hence the general characteristic of this group is that the 
size of the farm far exceeds the family labour norm 
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the material contained 1n Postmikov’s book on South-Russian 
peasant farming This survey, it seems to me, proves that 
a study of peasant farming (from the political-economic 
standpoint) 1s quite impossible unless the peasants are 
divided into groups Postnikov, as has already been indi- 
cated, recognises this, and even flings the reproach at the 
Zemstvo statisticians that they do not do this, that the 
summaries they make, despite the abundance of figures 
given, are “unclear,” and that “they do not see the wood 
tor the trees” (p XII) Postnikov 1s hardly entitled to cast 
this reproach at the Zemstvo statisticians, for he himself 
has not made a systematic division of the peasants into 
“clear” groups, but the correctness of his demand 1s beyond 
question Once it 1s admitted that there are not only quan- 
titative, but also qualitative* differences between the various 
farms, 1t becomes absolutely essential to divide the peas- 
ants into groups differing, not in “affluence,” but in the 
social and economic character of their farming One 18 jus- 
tified 1n hoping that ıt will not be long betore this 1s done 
by the Zemstvo statisticians 


V 


Not confining himself to recording the economic strife 
among the peasantry, Postnikov points to the intensifica- 
tion of this process 

“Diversity in the prosperity of the peasant groups 1s 
to be found everywhere 1n this country," he says, "and has 
existed from time immemorial But ın the last few decades 
this differentiation among the peasant population 1s becoming 
very marked, and ıs apparently steadily progressing" 
(p 130) The diíficult economic conditions of the year 1891'* 
should, 1n the opinion of the author, give new impetus to 
this process 


* Character of farming self-consumer or commercial, character 
of exploitation of labour sale of labour-power as the chief source of 
livelihood or purchase of labour power as the necessary consequence 
of the expansion of the cultivated area beyond the family's working 
capacity 
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The question arises what are the causes of this phenom- 
enon which is exerting such an immense influence on the 
entire peasant population? 

“Taurida Gubernia,” says Postmkov, “is one of the 
most land-abundant 1n European Russia, and the one where 
the peasants’ allotments are largest, communal landowner- 
ship 1s universal there, and the land 1s distributed more or 
less evenly per head, agriculture 1s practically the sole pur- 
suit of the rural population, yet the house-to-house census 
shows that 15% of the population have no draught animals 
at all, and that about one-third of the population have 
not enough implements to cultivate their allotments” 
(p 106) “On what,” asks the author, "does this wide 
diversity of the groups depend, and, in particular, what, 
in a purely agricultural economy, determines the high 
proportion of householders with no tillage or draught 
animals that we now find im the region described?” 
(P 130) 

Setting out in search of the causes ot this phenomenon, 
Postnikov goes completely astray (fortunately, not for long) 
and starts to talk about “indolence,” “drunkenness,” and even 
about fires and horse-stealing Nevertheless, he arrives 
at the conclusion that 1t 1s not ın these causes that “the 
most essential aspect of the matter 1s to be found " Nor 1s 
anything explained by talking about bereavement in fam- 
ilies, 1 e , absence of adult working members ın the Tau- 
rida uyezds, of the total number of non-farming house- 
holds, 1e , that have no land under crops, bereaved fami- 
hes constitute only 1896 

“The chief reasons why households are non-farming," 
the author concludes, “must be sought im other factors of 
the peasants’ economic lite” (p 134) Specifically, Postm- 
kov 1s of the opinion that “of the enumerated causes contrib- 
uting to the dechne of farming among certain peasants, 
the one which may be considered the most fundamental, 
and which, unfortunately, our Zemstvo statisticians have 
done little to elucidate as yet, 1s the fragmentation of the 
allotments and the restricted amount of land 1n use by the 
peasant, the diminution in the average size of the peasant 
faim” (p 141) “The root cause of Russia’s economic pov- 
eity,” the author says, “is the small size of the peasant’s 
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land and of his farm, which prevents hım from making full 
use of the labour-power of his family” (p 344) 

To explain this proposition, which Postnikov expresses 
very inaccurately, for he himself has established that the 
average size of peasant farm (17 to 18 dessiatines under crops) 
1s sufficient to maintain a family ın comfort, and that a gen- 
eral, wholesale description of the entire peasantry 1n terms 
of the size of the farm ıs impossible—1t should be recalled 
that he has already established the general law that the pro- 
ductivity of peasant labour grows with the increase 1n the 
size of the farm Full utilisation of the family’s labour- 
power (and draught animals) 1s achieved, according to his 
estimates, only in the top groups—in the Taurida uyezds, 
for example, only among the prosperous peasants, the vast 
majority of the population “pick at the land unproductive- 
ly” (p 340), uselessly wasting a vast amount of effort 

Despite the fact that the author has fully demonstrated 
the dependence of labour productivity on the size of the farm 
and the extremely low productivity in the bottom peasant 
groups, this law (Postnikov calls 1t agricultural did dap 
tion in Russia, agricultural over-saturation with labour) 
should not be regarded as the cause of the break-up of 
the peasantry—the question, after all, 1$ why the peasantry 
have broken up into such different groups, whereas agri- 
cultural over-population already presupposes the existence 
of such a break-up, the author arrived at the very concept 
of over-population by comparing small and large farms and 
their profitability Hence, the question—“on what does 
the wide diversity of the groups depend?"—cannot be 
answered by talking about agricultural over-population 
This, apparently, Postnikov himself realised, but he did 
not set himself the defimte aim of investigating the 
causes of the phenomenon, so that his observations suffer 
from a certain scrappiness side by side with incomplete 
and inaccurate points, we find true ideas For example, 
he says 

“It cannot be expected that the flerce struggle now going 
on 1n rural lıfe over landownership will help ın the future 
to further the principles of communality and harmony 
among the population And this struggle 1s not a transitory 
one, the result of chance causes , In our view 1t 18 not a 
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struggle between communal) traditions and the individual- 
ism that is developing ın rural hfe, but a pure struggle 
of economic interests, which 1s bound to end fatally for one 
section of the population 1n view of the existing land poverty” 
(p XXXII) 

"Itis quite an obvious truth,” says Postnikov elsewhere, 
“that with this land poverty and the small size of the farms, 
and the absence of sufficient industries, there can be no 
prosperity among the peasantry, and all that 1s economi- 
cally weak 1s bound, one way or another, sooner or later, 
to be ousted from peasant farming" (p 368) 

These remarks contain a much truer answer to the ques- 
tion, and one, moreover, that fully conforms to the above- 
established differentiation of the population The answer 
18 that the appearance of a mass of non-farming households 
and the increase ın their numbers, are determined by the 
struggle of economic interests among the peasantry On 
what basis 1s this struggle being waged, and by what means? 
As to the means, they are not only, and not even so much, 
the grabbing of land (as might be concluded from Post- 
nikov's remarks just, quoted), as the lower production costs 
following on the 1ncrease 1n the size of the farms—of which 
enough has already beensaid Asfor the basis on which this 
struggle arises, Postnikov points to it quite clearly 1n the 
following remark 

"There is a definite minimum of farm-service area below 
which a peasant farm must not drop, because 1t would then 
become unprofitable, or even impossible to run A definite 
food area is required for the maintenance of family and hve- 
stock (?), a farm which has no outside earnings, or where 
they are small, must possess a certain market area, the prod- 
uce of which may be sold to provide the peasant family 
with money for the payment of taxes, for the acquisition 
of clothing and footwear, for necessary expenditure on farm 
implements, buildings, etc If the size of a peasant farm 
falls below this minimum, farming becomes impossible 
In such cases, the peasant will find it more profitable to 
give up farming and become a labourer, whose expenditure 
18 more limited and whose needs can be more fully 
satisfied even with a smaller gross income” (p 141 

If, on the one hand, a peasant finds ıt profitable to ex- 
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pand his sown area far beyond his own grain requirements, 
it 1s because he can sell his produce If, on the other hand, 
a peasant finds ıt profitable to give up farming and become 
a labourer, it ıs because the satisfaction of the greater part 
of his needs entails cash expenditure, that 1s, sale,* and 
as, in selling his farm produce, he encounters a rival on the 
market with whom he cannot compete, the only thing 
left for him 1s to sell his labour-power In a word, the soil 
in which the above-described phenomena grow 1s produc- 
tion for sale The fundamental cause of the struggle of 
economic interests arising among the peasantry 1s the exist- 
ence of a system under which the market 1s the regulator 
of social production 

Having concluded his description of the “new economic 
developments 1n peasant life” and his attempt to explain 
them, Postnikov goes on to outline practical measures to 
solve the “agrarian problem ” We shall not follow the author 
into this field, firstly, because 1t does not enter the plan of 
the present article, and, secondly, because [his part of 
Postnikov's work ıs the weakest of all This will be quite 
obvious if we recall that most of the contradictions and 
incomplete statements 1n the work were to be met with 
precisely when the author tried to explain economic 
processes, and unless these are fully and accurately 
explained, there can be no question of indicating any 
practical measures, 


* Cf the data given above regarding the food and the commercial 
areas under crops (the income fro only these areas goes to cover 
the needs of the farmer, and not of the farm that is represents income 
1n the real sense and not production costs), and also the data regard 
ing the average cash expenditure of the Taurida peasant in connection 
with the quantity of grain used for food (two chetverts per person of 
either sex) 
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I 


Can capitalism develop in Russia and reach full devel- 
opment when the masses of the people are poor and are becoming 
still poorer? The development of capitalism certainly 
needs an extensive home market, but the ruin of the peasant- 
ry undermines this market, threatens to close 1t altogether 
and make the organisation of the capitalist order 1mpossi- 
ble True, 1t 1s said that, by transforming the natural econ- 
omy of our direct producers into a commodity economy, 
capitalism 1s creating a market for itself, but 1s 1t conceiv- 
able that the miserable remnants of the natural economy 
of indigent peasants can form the basis for the development 
in our country of the mighty capitalist production that we 
see 1n the West? Is 1t not evident that the one fact of the 
masses being impoverished already makes our capitalism 
something impotent and without foundation, incapable of 
embracing the entire production of the country and of 
becoming the basis of our social economy? 

Such are the questions that are constantly being ad- 
vanced in our literature in opposition to the Russian 
Marxists, the absence of a market 1s one of the principal 
arguments invoked against the possibility of applying the 
theory of Marx to Russia To refute this argument 1s the 
aim, incidentally, of the paper The Market Question, 
which we are about to discuss, 


II 


The main premise of the author of the paper is the assump- 
tion of the "general and exclusive domination of capitalist 
production " Proceeding from that premise he expounds 
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the contents of Chapter XXI of Volume II of Capital (Part 
III—"The Reproduction and Circulation of the Aggregate 
Social Capital") 

Here Marx sets out to investigate how social production 
replaces the part of the product which serves to satisfy the 
personal needs of the workers and the capitalists, and that 
which goes to form the elements of productive capital Hence, 
in Volume I, the investigation of the production and 
reproduction of an individual capital could be limited to 
an analysis of the component parts of capital and the prod- 
uct according to their value— [as 1s shown ın Volume I of 
Capital the value of the product consists of c (constant 
capital) + v (vanable capital) +s (surplus-value)]— 
but here the product must be divided into its material 
components, because that part of the product which 
consists of the elements of capital cannot be used for 
personal consumption, and vice versa In view of that, 
Marx divides aggregate social production—and conse- 
quently, the aggregate social product—into two departments 
I) the production of means of production, 1e, the 
elements of productive capital—commodities which can 
serve only for productive consumption, and II) the pro- 
duction of means of consumption, 1e , commodities that 
serve for the personal consumption of the working class 
and the capitalist class 

The investigation 1s based on the following scheme [Ara- 
bic numerals indicate units of value—mullions of rubles, 
for example, Roman numerals indicate the above-mentioned 
departments of social production The rate of surplus-value 
is taken at 100 per cent] 


I 4,000 c+1,000 v--1,000s —6,000 (Capital =7,500 
II 2,000c+ 500v+ 500s=3,000 darem 71000 


Let us begin by supposing that we are dealing with 
simple reproduction, 1e , let us assume that production 
does not expand, but remains permanently on its former 
scale, this means that the capitalists consume the whole 
surplus-value unproductively, that they expend it for their 
personal needs and not for accumulation Under those cir- 
cumstances it 1s obvious, firstly, that II 500 v and II 500 s 
must be consumed by the capitalists and the workers ın 
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the same department Il, since that product exists in the 
form of means of consumption intended for the satisfaction 
of personal needs Further, I 4,000 c 1n its natural form must 
be consumed by the capitalists 1n the same department I, 
because the condition that the scale of production remains 
unchanged demands the retention of the same capital for 
the next year's production of means of production, conse- 
quently, the replacement of this part of capital also pre- 
sents no difficulty, the corresponding part of the product 
existing ın the natural form of coal, iron, machines, etc , 
wil be exchanged among the capitalists engaged in pro- 
ducing means of production and will serve them, as before, 
as constant capital Thus, there remains I (v+s) and II c 
11,000 v 4-1 1,000 s are products existing inthe form of means 
of production, and II 2,000 c—in the form of means of 
consumption The workers and capitalists 1n department I 
(under simple reproduction, 1 e , consumption of the entire 
surplus-value) must consume means of consumption to the 
value of 2,000 [1,000 (v)-4-1,000 (s)] To be able to continue 
production on the previous scale, the capitalists 1n depart- 
ment II must acquire means of production to the extent of 
2,000 1n order to replace their constant capital (2,000 II c) 
It 1s evident from this that I v+I s must be exchanged for 
II c, because, if they are not, production on the previous 
scale will be 1mpossible The condition for simple repro- 
duction 1s that the sum of the variable capital and surplus- 
value 1n department I must be equal to the constant capital 
in department II L (v 4- s) -SII c. In other words, that law 
may be formulated as follows the sum of all the new 
values produced 1n the course of a year (1n both departments) 
must be equal to the gross value of the product existing 1n 
the form of means of consumption I (v + s) -+ IL (v +s) = 
II (c-4- v 4- s) 

Actually, of course, there can be no simple reproduction, 
both because the production of the whole of society cannot 
remain on the previous scale every year, and because accu- 
mulation ıs a law of the capitalist system Let us, therefore, 
examine how social production on an expanding scale, or 
accumulation, takes place Where there 1s accumulation, 
only part of the surplus-value 1s consumed by the 
capitalists for their personal needs, the other part being 
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consumed productively, 1e , converted into the elements 
of productive capital for the expansion of production 
Therefore, where there 1s accumulation, I (v +s) and H c 
cannot be equal I (v +s) must be greater than II c 1n or- 
der that part of the surplus-value in department I (Is) 
may be used for the expansion of production, and not 
exchanged for means of consumption Thus we get 


A Scheme of Sumple Reproduction 

I 4,000 c4-1,000 v4-1,000 s=6,000 

II 2,000 c+ 500 v+ 500 s=3,000 
I (v-+s)=II c 


B Initial Scheme of Accumulation 


I 4,000 c4-1,000 v+1,000 s—6,000 
II 1,500 c+ 750 v+ 750 s=3,000 
I (v+s)>II c 


Let us now see how social production must proceed if 
there 1s accumulation 
First. year 


I 4,000 c4-1,000 v+41,000 $—6,000 f Capital =7,250 
II 1,500 c+ 750 v+ 750 s=3,000 | Product —9,000 


I (1,000 v-+500 s) are exchanged for II 1,500 c(asin simple 
reproduction) 

I 500 s are accumulated, 1 e , go to expand production, 
are converted into capital If we take the previous division 
into constant and variable capital we get 


I 500 s=400 c+100 v 


The additional constant capital (400 c) 1s contained 
in the product I (its natural form 1s means of production), 
but the additional variable capital (100 v) must be obtained 
from the capitalists of department II, who, consequently, 
also have to accumulate they exchange part of their sur- 
plus-value (II 100 s) for means of production (I 100 v) 
and convert these means of production into additional con- 
stant capital Consequently, their constant capital grows 
from 1,500 c to 1,600 c, to process ıt additional labour-power 
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1s needed—ó0 v, which is also taken out of the surplus- 
value of the capitalists of department II 

By adding the additional capital from department I and 
department II to the orginal capital we get the following 
distribution of the product 


I 4,400 c+4,100 v+(500 s) 6,000 
II 1,600 c+ 800 v+(600 s) =3,000 


The surplus-value 1n parentheses represents the capital- 
ists’ consumption fund, 1 e , the part of surplus-value that 
does not go for accumulation, but for the personal needs 
of the capitalists 

If production proceeds on the previous scale, at the end 
of the year we shall get 


I 4,400 c+1,100 v4-1,100 s —6,600 f Capital —7,900 
I] 1,600 e+ 800 v+ 800 s—3,200 Product 29,800] 


1 (1,100 v 4-550 s) are exchanged for [11,650 c, the addition- 
al 50 c are taken from 800 II s [and the increase of c 
by 50 causes an increase of € by 25] 

Further, 550 I s are accumulated as before 


550 I 52440 c+110 v 
——————« 


F4 
165 II s=110 c + 55 v 


If to the original capital we now add the additional 
[to 1 4,400 c—440 c, to I 1 100 v — 110 v, to LI 1,600 c — 
50c and 110c, and to II 800 v—25 v — and 55 v], we shall get: 


I 4,840 c4-1,210 v+(550 s) 6,600 
II 1,760 c+ 880 v+(560 s) =3,200 


With the further progress of production we get 


1 4,840 c+1,210 v+1,210 s=7,260 (Capital = 8,690 
Il 1,760 c+ 880 v+ 880 s=3,520 | Product 10,780 
and so forth 


Such, in essence, are the results of Marx’s investi- 
gations in the reproduction of the ,aggregate social 
capital These investigations (the reservation must be 
made) are given here in a most concise form, very 
much that Marx analyses ın detail has been omitted —for 
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example, circulation of money, replacement of fixed capital 
which is gradually worn out, and so forth—because all 
this has no direct bearing on the question under review 


HI 


What conclusions does the author of the paper draw from 
these investigations made by Marx? Unfortunately, he does 
not formulate his conclusions very precisely and definitely, 
so that we have to make our own judgement of them from 
certain remarks which do not fully harmonise with each 
other Thus, for example, we read 

“We have seen here,” says the author, “how accumula- 
tion takes place 1n department I, the production of means 
of production as means of production — this accumulation 
takes place 1ndependently both of the progress of the pro- 
duction of articles of consumption and of the personal con- 
sumption itself, no matter whose 1t 1s" (page **/,) 

Of course, it 18 wrong to speak of accumulation being 
"independent" of the production of articles of consumption, 
1f only because the expansion of production calls for new 
variable capital and, consequently, articles of consump- 
tion, evidently, py using that term the author merely wanted 
to stress the specific feature of the scheme, namely, that the 
reproduction of I c—constant capital in department I— 
takes place without exchanges with department II,1e, 
every year a certain quantity of, say, coal 1s produced in 
society for the purpose of producing coal It goes without 
saying that this production (of coal for the purpose of 
producing coal) links up, by a series of subsequent exchanges, 
with the production of articles of consumption—oth- 
erwise, neither the coal-owners nor their workers could exist 

Elsewhere, the author expresses himself much more 
feebly “The principal movement of capitalist accumula- 
tion,” he says, “takes place, and has taken place (except 
in very early periods) independently of any direct produc- 
ers, independently of the personal consumption of any stra- 
tum of the population" (p 8) Here, reference 1s made only 
to the predominance of the production of means of produc- 
tion over the production of articles of consumption in 
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the course of the historical development of capitalism This 
reference 1s repeated 1n another passage “On the one hand, 
the typical feature of capitalist society 1s accumulation 
for accumulation, productive but not personal consumption, 
on the other hand, typical of 1t 1s precisely the production 


of means of production as means of production" (p *"/,) 
If by these references the author wanted to say that capital- 
ist society 18 distinguished from the other economic organı- 
sations which preceded it precisely by the development of 
machines and the articles necessary for them (coal, iron, 
and so forth), then he 1s quite mght In technical level 
capitalist society 1s higher than all others, and technical 
progress 1s expressed precisely in the fact that the work of 
machines pushes human labour more and more into the 
background 

Instead of engaging ın criticism of the author's insuffi- 
ciently clear statements it will, therefore, be better to turn 
straight to Marx and see whether it 1s possible to draw from 
his theory the conclusion that department I “predominates” 
over department II, and ın what sense this predominance 
is to be understood 

From Marx's scheme quoted above the conclusion cannot 
be drawn that department I predominates over department II 
both develop on parallel lines But that scheme does not 
take technical progress into consideration As Marx proved 
in Volume [ of Capital, technical progress 1s expressed by 
the gradual decrease of the ratio of variable capital to 


constant capital (i). whereas in the scheme it 1s taken 


as unchanged 

It goes without saying that if this change 1s made in 
the scheme there will be a relatively more rapid increase 
in means of production than in articles of consumption 
Nevertheless, 1t seems to me that it will be worth while 
making that calculation, firstly, for the sake of clarity, and 
secondly, to avoid possible wrong conclusions from that 
premise 

[In the following scheme the rate of accumulation is 
taken as constant half of the surplus-value 1s accumulated 
and half is consumed personally ] 
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[The reader may skip the following scheme and pass 
straight to the conclusions on the next page The letter a 
Stands for additional capital used for the expansion of 
production, 1e, the accumulated part of surplus-value ] 
4st í 4,000 c + 1,000 v + 1,000 s = 6,000 v (c+v)= 20 0% 
year) 111,500 c+ 750 v 4- 750 s=3000 » 96 

I (1,000 v 4- 500 8) — II 1,500 c 


a. I 500 s= 450 c+50 v š » 


* 10 
d «E 
a. II 60s= 506410 v E 
1 4,450 c+ 1,050 v + (500 s) = 6,000 
TI 1,550 c+ 760 v + (690 s) = 3,000 
2nd I 4,450 c + 1,050 v-+ 1,050 s = 6,550 > 2 » 192% 
year) Il eee: 760 v+ 700 s=3,070 » » » 329% 


I (4,550 c + 25 s) 
f 
all 28 825 25c4- 3v UNE ab + 
a I 525 s= 500 c+ 25 v » 2 » ab z 
pe. 
a II 2s= 25c4- 3v 6» “te 3o 


I 4,950 c + 1,075 v + (525 8) = 6,550 
II 1,602 c+ 766 v+ (702 s) = 3,070 


3rd — 1 4,950 c-- 1,075 v -+ 1,075 s — 7,100 
year) II 1,002 c-- 765 v+ '"760s—3,34 7 l1 7 32 a 


1 (1,075 v + 537 + s) = II 16123 r 


1I (4,602 c 4- 105 8) 
« 


" 


1 1 
a H 115 s= 105 e+iv 


1 1 
a (5375 s= 5175 c 420v Eu » ab 


£ « 
a II 22 s= Wet2y 


" " » ab 


Sl- Sle 


-- 
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1 5,467 7. c + 1,095 v4 G37 4 s) = 7,400 
Il 1,634 564 769 v (780 5 9) = 3,134 


— nee € [st 


áth 15,4675 c-1,005 v-- 1095s — 7,575 — v (e4v)18 7% 
year) 1 í 
II 14,6345 c-- 769 v+ 70s 3,721. . . , 320% 


and so forth * 


Let us now compare the conclusions drawn from this 
scheme concerning the growth of the various parts of the 
social product !* 


Means of pro- | 
duction as 
means of 


| Means of pro- 
duction as 
means of 


Means of 
consumption 


102 | 9,620 | 107 
104 110,234 | 114 


106 10,8287 120 


109 5| 3,172 


We thus see that growth 1n the production of means of 
production as means of production 1s the most rapid, then 
comes the production of means óf production as means of con- 
sumption, and the slowest rate of growth ís 1n the production 
of means of consumption That conclusion could have been 
arnved at, without Marx's investigation in Volume II of 
Capital, on the basis of the law that constant capital tends 
to grow faster than variable the proposition that means of 
production grow faster 1s merely a paraphrase of this law 
as applied to social production as a whole 

But perhaps we should take another step forward? Since 
we have accepted that the ratio v to c+v diminishes con- 
stantly, why not let v decrease to zero, the same number of 
workers being sufficient for a larger quantity of means of 
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production? [n that case, the accumulated part of surplus- 
value will be added straight to constant capital 1n depart- 
ment L, and social production will grow exclusively on ac- 
count of means of production as means of production, com- 
plete stagnation reigning in department* II ** 

That would, of course, be a misuse of the schemes, for such 
a conclusion 1s based on improbable assumptions and is 
therefore wrong Is ıt conceivable that technical progress, 
which reduces the proportion of v to c, will find expression 
only 1n department I and leave department II 1n a state of 
complete stagnation? Is 1t ın conformity with the laws govern- 
ing capitalist society, laws which demand of every capi- 
talist that he enlarge his enterprise on pain of ruin, that no 
accumulation at all should take place 1n department II? 

Thus, the only correct conclusion that can be drawn 
from Marx's investigation, outlined above, 18 that in cap- 
italist society, the production of means of production in- 
creases faster than the production of means of consumption 
As has been stated already, this conclusion follows di- 
rectly from the generally known proposition that capitalist 
production attains an immeasurably higher technical level 
than production ın previous times *** On this point specif- 
ically Marx expresses himself quite definitely only in one 


* I do not mean to say that such a thing is absolutely impos 
sible as an individual case Here, however, we are not discussing spe- 
cial cases, but the general law of development of capitalist society 

** I shall explain the point by the following scheme 
I 4,000 c + 1,000 v + 1,000 s = 6,000 
II 1,500 c + 750 v-+- 750 s = 3,000 
I (1,000 v + 500 s) = I1 1,500 c 
I 500 s are accumulated, added to I 4,000 c” 
4 c + 1,000 v + (500 s) = 6,000 
1,500 c + 750v-+ 750 s = 3,000 
c 4- 1,000 s = 6,500 
c 


a++ 
S 


*** That is why the conclusion drawn can be formulated somewhat 
differently ın capitalist society, production (and, consequently, "the 
market") can grow either on account of the growth of articles of con- 
sumption, or, and mainly, of technical pro, , fe, the ousting 
of hand by machine labour, for the change in the proportion of v 
to c expresses precisely the diminution of the role of hand labour 
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passage, and that passage fully confirms the correctness of 
the formula given 

"What distinguishes capitalist society in this case from 
the savage 1s not, as Senior thinks, the privilege and pecu- 
harity of the savage to expend his labour at times in a way 
that does not procure him any products resolvable (ex- 
changeable) into revenue, i e , into articles of consumption 
No, the distinction consists 1n the following 

“a) Capitalist society employs more [Nota bene] of its 
available annual labour ın the production of means of pro- 
duction (ergo, of constant capital), which are not resolvable 
into revenue 1n the form of wages or surplus-value, but can 
function only as capital " (Das Kapital, Bd II, Seite 436 )? 


IV 


The question now is, what relation has the theory that 
has been expounded to "the notorious market question"? 
The theory 1s based on the assumption of the "general and 
exclusive domination of the capitalist mode of production," 
whereas the "question" 1s one of whether the full devel- 
opment of capitalism 1s “possible” in Russia? True, the theory 
introduces a correction into the ordinary conception of the 
development of capitalism, but, evidently, the explanation 
of how capitalism develops in general does not 1n the least 
help to clear up the question of the “possibility” (and nec- 
essity) of the development of capitalism 1n Russia 

The author of the paper, however, does not confine 
himself to expounding Marx's theory of the process of aggre- 
gate social production organised oncapitalist lines He points 
to the necessity of distinguishing “two essentially different 
features 1n the accumulation of capital 1) the development 
of capitalist production in breadth, when it takes hold 
of already existing fields of labour, ousting natural economy 
and expanding at the latter's expense, and 2) the develop- 
ment of capitalist production in depth, if one may so ex- 
press 1t, when 1t expands independently of natural economy, 
1e,under the general and exclusive domination of the cap- 
italist mode of production” Without, for the time being, 
stopping to criticise this division, let us proceed directly 
to find out what the author means by the development 
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of capitalism in breadth the explanation of that process, 
which consists ın the replacement of natural economy by 
capitalist economy, should show us how Russian capitalism 
will "take hold of the whole country " 

The author illustrates the development of capitalism in 
breadth by the following diagram * 


A—capitalists, W—direct producers 
8, 8,, 84, — capitalist enterprises 
The arrows show the morena of the commodities 
exc 
€, v, m—component parts of the value of commodities 
I, II—commodities in their natural form I—means of 
production, II—means of consumption 


“The essential difference between the spheres A and W,” 
says the author, “is that ın A the producers are capitalists 
who consume their surplus-value productively, whereas in W 
they are direct producers, who consume their surplus-value 
(here I mean the value of the product over and above the val- 
ue of the means of production and necessary means of sub- 
sistence) unproductively 

“If we follow the arrows in the diagram we shall easily 
see how capitalist production in A develops at the expense 
of consumption 1n W, gradually absorbing it " The product 
of the capitalist enterprise a goes "to the direct producers" 1n 


* m stands for "Mehrwert," i e , surplus-value (s), “um ô” means 
"and so on."—Ed Eng ed 
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the form of articles of consumption, 1n exchange for 1t the 
“direct producers" return the constant capital (c) 1n the 
form of means of production and the variable capital (v) 1n 
the form of means of consumption, and the surplus-value (s) 
in the form of the elements of additional productive capital 
€,4-v, That capital serves as the basis of the new capitalist 
enterprise a,, which ın exactly the same way sends its 
product in the form of articles of consumption to the “di- 
rect producers,” and so on “From the above diagram of 
the development of capitalism in breadth ıt follows that 
the whole of production is most closely dependent upon 
consumption in 'foreign' markets, upon consumption by 
the masses (and from the general point of view it makes 
absolutely no difference where those masses are—alongside 
the capitalists, or somewhere across the ocean) Obviously, 
the expansion of production ın A, 1e, the development of 
capitalism 1n this direction, will come to a stop as soon as 
all the direct producers ın W turn into commodity produc- 
ers, for, as we saw above, every new enterprise (or expansion 
of an old one) 1s calculated to supply a new circle of consum- 
ers in W " In conclusion the author says “The current con- 
ception of capitalist accumulation, 1e , of capitalist re- 
production on an expanded scale, 1s limited solely to this 
view of things, and has no suspicion of the development of 
capitalist production ın depth, independently of any coun- 
tries with direct. producers, 1 e , independently of so-called 
foreign markets " 

The only thing we can agree with ın this entire exposi- 
tion 1s that thisconception of thedevelopment of capitalism 1n 
breadth, and the diagram which 1llustrates 1t, 18 1n complete 
aecordance with the current, Narodnik views on the subject 

It would, 1ndeed, be difficult to depict the utter absurd- 
ity and vapidity of current views more saliently and 
stnkingly than is done in the diagram given 

"The current conception" always regarded capitalism 1n 
our country as something isolated from the "people's sys- 
tem,” standing apart from it, exactly as ıt 1s depicted in 
the diagram from which 21t 1s quite 1mpossible to see what 
connection there 1s between the two "spheres," the capitalist 
sphere and the people's sphere Why do commodities sent 
from A find a market in W? What causes the transformation 
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of natural economy in W into commodity economy? The 
current view has never answered these questions because 1t 
regards exchange as something accidental and not as a 
certain system of economy 

Further, the current view has never explained whence 
and how capitalism arose in our country any more than 1t 
is explained by the diagram the matter is presented as 
though the capitalists have come from somewhere outside 
and not from among these very "direct producers " Where 
the capitalists get the "free workers" who are needed for 
enterprises a, a,, etc , remains a mystery Everybody knows 
that in reality those workers are obtained precisely from the 
“direct producers,” but the diagram does not show at all 
that when commodity production embraced “sphere” W, 
it created there a body of free workers 

In short, the diagram—exactly hke the current view— 
explains absolutely nothing about the phenomena of the 
capitalist system 1n our country and 1s therefore worthless 
The object for which ıt was drawn—to explain how cap- 
italism develops at the expense of natural economy, and 
embraces the whole country—is not achieved at all, be- 
cause, as the author himself sees—“if we adhere consistently 
to the view under examination, then we must conclude that 
it 18 not possible for the development of the capitalist mode 
of production to become universal ” 

After this, one can only express surprise at the fact that 
the author himself adheres, if only ın part, to that view 
when he says that “capitalism did indeed (?), 1n 1ts infancy, 
develop in this very easy (sicl?) way (very easy because 
here existing branches of labour are involved) and is partly 
developing in the same direction even now (??), since there 
are still remnants of natural economy 1n the world, and since 
the population 1s growing” 

Actually, this 1s not a "very easy" way of developing 
capitalism, but simply a “very easy" way of understanding 
the process, so “very easy" that ıt would be more correct to 
call it a total lack of understanding The Russian Narodniks 
of all shades make shift to this very day with these “very 
easy” tricks they never dream of explaining how capitalism 
arose ın our country, and how it functions, but confine 
themselves to comparing the "sore spot” ın our System, capi- 
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talism, with the “healthy spot,” the direct producers, the 
“people”, the former ıs put on the left, the latter on the 
right, and all this profound thinking 1s rounded off with 
sentimental phrases about what is “harmful” and what is 
"useful" for "human society " 


V 


To correct the diagram given above we must begin by 
ascertaining the content of the concepts dealt with By 
commodity production 1s meant an organisation of social 
economy in which goods are produced by separate, 1s0lated 
producer$, each specialising 1n the making of some one prod- 
uct, so that to satisfy the needs of society 1t 1s necessary 
to buy and sell products (which, therefore, become 
commodities) 1n the market By capitalism 1s meant that 
stage of the development of commodity production at which 
not only the products of human labour, but human la- 
bour-power 1tself becomes a commodity Thus, 1n the histor- 
ical development of capitalism two features are important 
1) the transformation of the natural economy of the direct 
producers into commodity economy, and 2) the transfor- 
mation of commodity economy into capitalist economy 
The first transformation 1s due to the appearance of the so- 
cial division of labour—the specialisation of isolated 
[N B this 1s an essential condition of commodity econo- 
my], separate producers 1n only one branch of industry 
The second transformation 1s due to the fact that separate 
producers, each producing commodities on his own for the 
market, enter into competition with one another each 
Strives to sell at the highest price and to buy at the lowest, 
a necessary result of which 1s that the strong become strong- 
er and the weak go under, a minority are enriched and the 
masses are ruined This leads to the conversion of in- 
dependent producers into wage-workers and of numerous 
small enterprises 1nto a few big ones The diagram should, 
therefore, be drawn up to show both these features of the 
development of capitalism and the changes which this 
development brings about in the dimensions of the market, 
1e,1n the quantity of products that are turned mto com- 
modities, 
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The following table* has been drawn up on these lines 
all extraneous circumstances have been abstracted, 1e, 
taken as constants (for example, size of population, produc- 
tivity of labour, and much else) ın order to analyse the 1n- 
fluence on the market of only those features of the devel- 
opment of capitahsm that are mentioned above 

Let us now examine this table showing the consecutive 
changes 1n the system of economy of a community consist- 
ing of 6 producers It shows 6 periods expressing stages 
in the transformation of natural into capitalist economy 

íst period We have 6 producers, each of whom expends 
his labour 1n all 3 branches of industry (1n a, 1n b and 1n c) 
The product obtained (9 from each producer a+b-+c=9) 
1s spent by each producer on himself in his own household 
Hence, we have natural economy 1n 1ts pure form, no prod- 
ucts whatever appear 1n the market 

2nd period Producer I changes the productivity of his 
labour he leaves industry b and spends the time former- 
ly spent in that industry in industry c. As a result of this 
specialisation by one producer, the others cut down produc- 
tion e, because producer I has produced more than he con- 
sumes himself, and increase production b 1n order to turn 
out a product for producer I The division of labour which 
comes 1nto being 1nevitably leads to commodity production 
producer I sells 1 c and buys 1 b, the other producers sell 1 b 
(each of the 5 sells H b) and buy í c (each buying $ c), 
a quantity of products appears 1n the market to the value 
of 6 The dimensions of the market correspond exactly to 
the degree of specialisation of social labour specialisation 
has taken place ın the production of one c (1 c —3) and of 
one b (1 b —3), 1e , a ninth part of total social production 
[18 c (—a —b)], and a ninth part of the total social product 
has appeared in the market 

3rd period Division of labour proceeds further, embrac- 
ing branches of industry b and c to the full three producers 
engage exclusively 1n industry b and three exclusively in 
industry ¢ Each sells1 c (or 1 b), 1e, 3 units of value, and 
also buys 3—1 b (or 1 c) This increased division of labour 
leads to an expansion of the market, ın which 18 units of 


* See table on pp 96 97 —Ed, 
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value now appear Again, the dimensions of the market 
correspond exactly to the degree of specialisation (—di- 
vision) of social labour specialisation has taken place ın the 
production of 3 b and 3c,1 e , one-third of social production, 
and one-third of the social product appears 1n the market 

The 4th period already represents capitalist production 
the process of the transformation of commodity into capital- 
ist production did not go into the table and, therefore, 
must be described separately 

In the preceding period each producer was already a 
commodity producer (ın the spheres of industry b and c, 
the only ones we are discussing) each producer separately, 
on his own, independently of the others, produced for the 
market, whose dimensions were, of course, not known to 
any one of them This relation between isolated producers 
working for a common market is called competition It 
goes without saying that an equilibrium between production 
and consumption (supply and demand) 1s, under these cir- 
cumstances, achieved only by a series of fluctuations 
The more skilful, enterprising and strong producer will 
become still stronger as a result of these fluctuations, and 
the weak and unskilful one will be crushed by them The 
enrichment of a few individuals and the impoverishment 
of the masses—such are the inevitable consequences of the 
law of competition The matter ends by the ruined produc- 
ers losing economic independence and engaging themselves 
as wage-workers in the enlarged establishment of their 
fortunate nval That 1s the situation depicted 1n the table 
Branches of industry b and c, which were formerly 
divided among all 6 producers, are now concentrated in 
the hands of 2 producers (I and IV) The rest of the produc- 
ers are their wage-workers, who no longer receive the whole 
product of their labour, but the product with the surplus- 
value deducted, the latter being appropriated by the em- 
ployer [let me remind you that, by assumption, surplus- 
value equals one-third of the product, so that the producer 
of 2 b (—6) will receive from the employer two-thirds— 
1e, 4] As a result, we get an increase in division 
of labour—and a growth of the market, where 22 
units now appear, notwithstanding the fact that the "masses" 
are “impoverished” the producers wno have become (partly) 


96 V I LENIN 


Production 


EXPLANATION OF THE TABLE pL ii plea ae E 


I—II —VI are producers 

8, b, c are branches of industry 
i example, agriculture, manu- 
acturing and extractive indus: 
tries) 

=b=c=3 The magnitude of 
value of the products a=b=c 1 

uals 3 (three units of value) 
of which 7 is surplus value * 

The ‘market’ column shows the 
magnitude of value of the prod- 
ucts sold (and bought), the figures 
in parentheses show the magnitude 
of value of the labour power 
(—1 p) sold (and bought) 

The arrows proceeding from one 

roducer to another show that the 

rst 1s a wage-worker for the 
second 

Simple reproduction is assumed 
the capitalists consume the entire 
surplus-value unproductively 


Branch of 
industry 


a b 


Natural con- 


Producers 
sumption 


* The part of value which replaces 
constant capital ís taken as unchanging, 
and is therefore ignored 
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wage-workers no longer receive the whole product of 
9, but only of 7—they receive 3 from their independent 
activity (agricultural—industry a) and 4 from wage-labour 
(from the production of 2 b or 2c) These producers, now 
more wage-workers than independent masters, have lost 
the opportunity of bringing any product of their labour to the 
market because ruin has deprived them of the means of pro- 
duction necessary for the making of products They have had 
to resort to “outside employments,”1 e , to take their labour- 
power to the market and with the money obtained from the 
sale of this new commodity to buy the product they need 

The table shows that producers IÍ and III, V and 
VI each sells labour-power to the extent of 4 umts of value 
and buys articles of consumption to the same amount 
As regards the capitalist producers, I and IV, each of them 
produces products to the extent of 21, of this, he himself 
' consumes 10 [3 ( —a)--3 ( «c or b)+4 (surplus-value from 2 c 
or 2 b)] and sells 11, but he buys commodities to theextent 
of 3 (c orb)--8 (labour-power) 

In this case, 1t must be observed, we do not get complete 
correspondence between the degree of specialisation of so- 
cial labour (the production of $ band5c,1e,to the sum 
of 30, was specialised) and the dimensions of the market 
(22), but this error in the table 1s due to our having taken 
simple reproduction,* 1e, with no accumulation, that 18 
why the surplus-value taken from the workers (four units 
by each capitalist) 1s all consumed in kind Since absence 
of accumulation 1s impossible in capitalist society, the 
appropriate correction will be made later 

Sth period The differentiation of the commodity pro- 
ducers has spread to the agricultural industry (a) the wage- 
workers could not continue their farming, for they 
worked mainly in the industrial establishments of others, 
and were ruined they retained only miserable remnants of 
their farming, about a half (which, we assumed, was just 
enough to cover the needs of their families)—exactly as 
the present cultivated land of the vast mass of our peasant 
"agnriculturssts" are merely miserable bits of 1ndependent 
farming The concentration of industry a 1n an 1nsignificant 


* This also applies to the 5th and 6th periods 
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number of big establishments has begun 1n an exactly sım- 
dar way Since the grain grown by the wage-workers 1s 
now not enough to cover their needs, wages, which were 
kept low by their independent farming, increase and pro- 
vide the workers with the money to buy grain (although 
in a smaller quantity than they consumed when they were 


their own masters) now the worker produces 1t(=4 a) 


and buys 4, getting 1n all 2+ instead of the former 3 (=a) 
The capitalist masters, having added expanded farming to 
their industrial establishments now each produce 2 a (=6), 
of which 2 goes to the workers ın the form of wages and 
4 (+ a)—surplus-value—to themselves The development 
of capitahsm depicted ın this table ıs accompamied 
by the ^impoverishment" of the “people” (the workers now 
consume only 6; each instead of 7, as ın the 4th period), 
and by the growth of the market, 1n which 26 now appear 
The "decline of farming," 1n the case of the majority of the 
producers, did not cause a shrinkage, but an expansion 
of the market for farm produce 

6th penod The specialisation of occupations, 1e, 
the division of social labour, 1s compieted All branches 
of industry have separated, and have become the speciality 
of separate producers The wage-workers have completely 
lost their independent farms and subsist entirely on wage- 
labour We get the same result the development of capi- 
tahsm [independent farming on one’s own account has 
been fully eliminated ], “impoverishment of the masses” [al- 
though the workers’ wages have risen, their consumption 
has dimimshed from 67 to 6 they each produce 9 (3ay 3b, 
3c) and give their masters one-third as surplus-value], and 
a further growth of the market, ın which there now appears 
two-thirds of the social product (36) 


VI 


Let us now draw the conclusions which follow from the 
above table 

The first conclusion ıs that the concept “market” 1s 
quite inseparable from the concept of the socia] division 
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of labour—that "general basis of all commodity [and con- 
sequently, let us add, of capitalist] production” as Marx 
‘calls ıt The “market” anses where, and to the extent 
that, social division of labour and commodity production 
appear The dimensions of the market are inseparably 
connected with the degree of specialisation of social labour 

* It [a commodity] cannot acquire the properties of a 
socially recognised universal equivalent, except by being 
converted 1nto money That money, however, 18 1n someone 
else's pocket In order to entice the money out of that pock- 
et, our fnend's commodity must, above all things, be 
a use-value to the owner of the money For this, 1t 1s neces- 
sary that the labour expended upon ıt be of a kind that 1s 
socially useful, of a kind that constitutes a branch of the 
social dwisin of labour But division of labour 1s a system 
of production which has grown up spontaneously and con- 
tinues to grow behind the backs of the producers The 
commodity to be exchanged may possibly be the product 
of some new kind of labour that pretends to satisfy newly 
arisen requirements, or even to give rise itself to new re- 
quirements A paritcular operation, though yesterday, 
perhaps, forming one out of the many operations conducted 
by one producer in creating a given commodity, may today 
separate itself from this connection, may establish ıtself 
as an independent branch of labour and send its wncom- 
plete product to market as an independent commodity” (Das 
Kapital, Bd I, S 85 * My italics) 

Thus, the limits of the development of the market, 1n 
capitalist society, are set by the limits of the specialisation of 
social labour But this speciahsation, by its very nature 18 
as infinite as technical developments To increase the pro- 
ductivity of human labour 1n, for instance, the making of 
some part of a whole product, the production of that part must 
be specialised, must become a special one concerned with 
mass production and, therefore, permitting (and engendering) 
the employment of machines, etc That is on the one hand 
On the other hand, technical progress 1n capitalist society 
consists ın the socialisation of labour, and this socialisa- 
tion necessarily calls for specialisation 1n the various fune- 
tions of the production process, for their transformation 
from scattered, isolated functions repeated separately in 
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every establishment engaged in this production, into s0- 
cialised functions concentrated ın one, new establishment, 
and calculated to satisfy the requirements of the whole 
of society I shall quote an example 

“Recently, 1n the Umted States, the woodworking fac- 
tones are becoming more and more specialised, ‘new fac- 
tories are springing up exclusively for the making of, for 
instance, axe handles, broom handles, orextensibletables . 
Machine building 15 making constant progress, new ma- 
chines are being continuously invented to simplify and cheap- 
en some side of production . Every branch of furniture 
making, forinstance, has become a trade requiring special 
machines and special workers In carriage building, wheel 
mms are made in special factories (Missouri, Arkansas, 
Tennessee), wheel spokes are made m Indiana and Ohio, 
and hubs again are made 1n special factories in Kentucky 
and Illinois All these separate parts are bought by factories 
which specialise in the making of whole wheels Thus, 
quite a dozen factories take part 1n the building of some 
cheap kind of vehicle’ (Mr Tversko1, “Ten Years ın Amer- 
ica,” Vestnik Yevropy, 1893, 1 I quote from Nik —on,™ 
p 91, footnote 1) 

This shows how wrong 1s the assertion that the growth 
of the market 1n capitalist society caused by the specialisa- 
tion of social labour must cease as soon as all natural 
producers become commodity producers Russian carriage 
building has long become commodity production, but wheel 
mms, say, are still made in every carnage builder's (or 
wheelwright’s) shop, the technical level 1s low, production 1$ 
split up among a mass of producers Technical progress must 
entail the specialisation of different parts of production, 
ther socialisation, and, consequently, the expansion of 
the market 

Here the following reservation must be made All that 
has been said by no means implies the rejection of the 
proposition that a capitalist nation cannot exist without for- 
eign markets Under capitalist production, an equilibrium 
between production and consumption 18 achieved only 
by a series of fluctuations, the larger the scale of production, 
and the wider the circle of consumers 1L 18 calculated to 
serve, the more violent are the fluctuations [t can be ander- 
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stood, therefore, that when bourgeois production has 
reached a high degree of development 1t can no longer keep 
within the limits of the national state competition compels 
the capitalists to keep on expanding production and to seek 
foreign markets for the mass sale of their products Obvi- 
ously, the fact that a capitalist nation. must have foreign 
markets just as little violates the law that the market 18 
a simple expression of the social division of labour under 
commodity economy and, consequently, that it can grow 
as infinitely as the division of labour, as crises violate the 
law of value Lamentations about markets appeared in Rus- 
sian literature only when certain branches of our capi- 
talist production (for example, the cotton industry) 
had reached full development, embraced nearly the entire 
home market and become concentrated 1n a few huge enter- 
prises The best proof that the material basis of the idle 
talk and “questions” of markets 1s precisely the interests of 
our large-scale capitalist industry, 1s the fact that nobody 
in our hterature has yet prophesied the ruin of our handi- 
craft industry because of the disappearance of “markets,” 
although the handicraft industry produces values totalling 
over a thousand million rubles and supplies the very same 
impoverished "people " The wailing about the ruin of our 
industry due to the shortage of markets 1s nothing more 
than a thinly disguised manoeuvre of our capitalists, who 
in this way exert pressure on policy, identify (ın humble 
avowal of their own “impotence”) the interests of their pock- 
ets with the interests of the “country” and are capable of 
making the government pursue a policy of colonial conquest, 
and even of involving ıt in war for the sake of protecting 
such “state” interests The bottomless pit of Narodmk uto- 
pianism and Narodnik simphicity 1s needed for the acceptance 
of this wailing about markets—these crocodile tears of a 
quite firmly established and already conceited bourgeoisie— 
as proof of the “impotence” of Russian capitalism 

The second conclusion is that "the 1mpoverishment, of 
the masses of the people” (that indispensable point in all 
the Narodmk arguments about the market) not only does 
not hinder the development of capitalism, but, on the con- 
trary, 1s the expression of that development, 1s a condi- 
tion of capitalism and strengthens ıt Capitalism needs the 
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“free labourer,” and impoverishment consists 1n the petty 
producers being converted into wage-workers The 1mpov- 
enshment of the masses is accompanied by the enrich- 
ment of a few exploiters, the ruin and decline of small 
establishments 1s accompanied by the strengthening and de- 
velopment of bigger ones, both processes facilitate the growth 
of the market the “impoverished” peasant who formerly 
lived by his own farming now hives by "earnings," 1e, 
by the sale of his labour-power, he now has to purchase es- 
sential articles of consumption (although 1n a smaller quan- 
tity and of inferior quality) On the other hand, the means 
of production from which this peasant 1s freed are concen- 
trated 1n the hands of a minority, are converted into capi- 
tal, and the product now appears on the market This 1s the 
only explanation of the fact that the mass expropriation 
of our peasantry 1n the post-Reform epoch has been accom- 
panied by an increase and not a decrease 1n the gross pro- 
ductivity of the country* and by the growth of the home 
market itis a known fact that there has been an enormous 
increase in the output of the big factories and works and 


* This may be a debatable point only ın relation to the agrı- 
cultural industry "Grain production 1s 1n a state of absolute stagna- 
tion” says Mr N —on for example He bases his conclusion on the 
data for only eight years (1871-1878) Let us examine the data for 
a longer period, an eight-year period 1s, of course, too short Let us 
compare the statistics for the 1860 s Ardet d Statistical. Abstract, 
1871] the 1870 s [N —on s data] and the 1880 s [Returns for Russia 


1890] The data cover 50 gubernias of European Russia and all 
crops, including potatoes 


Population 
(thousands) 


average 


Thousands of chetverts 
for 


(minus seed) 


61 421 100 
(1867) 


71,696 100 151840 100 312 


76 594 124 7 


373 
(1876) 


es | 195024 1284 


1678 | 417 | 55 395 139 0 
80,293 1119 | 254,914 | | (1886) 
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that there has been a considerable extension of the handi- 
craft 1ndustries—both work mainly for the home market— 
and there has been a similar increase in the amount of grain 
circulating 1n the home markets (the development of the 
grain trade within the country) 

The third conclusion—about the sigmificance of the 
production of means of production—calls for a correc- 
tion to the table As has already been stated, that table 
does not at all claim to depict the whole process of devel- 
opment of capitalism, but only to show how the replacement 
of natural by commodity economy and of the latter by cap- 
italist economy affects the market That 1s why accumu- 
lation was disregarded in the table Actually, however, 
capitalist society cannot exist without accumulating, for 
competition compels every capitalist on pain of ruin to 
expand production Such expansion of production 1s 
depicted in the table producer I, for example, 1n the interval 
between the 3rd and 4th periods, expanded his output of c 
threefold from 2 c to 6 c, formerly he worked alone 1n his 
workshop—now he has two wage-workers Obviously, that 
expansion of production could not have taken place without 
accumulation he had to build a special workshop for sev- 
eral persons, to acquire implements of production on 
a larger scale, and to purchase larger quantities of raw 
materials and much else The same applies to producer IV, 
who expanded the production of b This expansion of indi- 
vidual establishments, the concentration of production, 
must of necessity have entailed (or increased, ıt makes no 
difference) the production of means of production for the 
capitalists machines, iron, coal, etc The concentration of 
production increased the productivity of labour, replaced 
hand by machine labour and discarded a certain number of 
workers On the ether hand, there was a development 1n the 
production of these machines and other means of production, 
converted by the capitalist into constant capital which now 
begins to grow more rapidly than variable capital If, for 
example, we compare the 4th period with the 6th, we shall 
find that the production of means of production has increased 
90 per cent (because 1n the former case there are two capitalist 
enterprises requiring an increase of constant capital, and 1n 
the latter, three) by comparing this increase with the 
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growth 1n the production of articles of consumption we 
arrive at the more rapid growth of the production of means 
of production mentioned above 

The whole meaning and significance of this law of the 
more rapid growth of means of production lies 1n the one fact 
that the replacement of hand by machine labour—in gen- 
eral the technical progress that accompanies machine 
industry—calls for the intense development of the produc- 
tion of coal and iron, those real “means of production as 
means of production ” It 1s clearly evident from the following 
statement that the author failed to understand the meaning 
of this law, and allowed the schemes depicting the process 
to screen its real nature from him “Viewed from the side 
this production of means of production as means of produc- 
tion seems absolutely absurd, but the accumulation of 
money for money's sake by Plyushkin* was also (21!) 
an absolutely absurd process Both know not what they 
do" That is precisely what the Narodmks try their 
utmost to prove—the absurdity of Russian capitalism, 
which, they aver, ıs ruining the people, but 1s not providing 
a higher organisation of production Of course, that 1s a 
fairy-tale There 1s nothing “absurd” 1n replacing hand by 
machine labour on the contrary, the progressive work 
of human technique consists precisely in this The 
higher the level of technical development the more 18 
human hand labour ousted, being replaced by machines of 
increasing complexity an ever larger place 1s taken in the 
country’s total production by machines and the articles 
needed for their manufacture * 

These three conclusions must be supplemented by two 
further remarks 


* Naturally, therefore, it is wrong to divide the development of 
capitalism into development in breadth and in "a the entire de- 
velopment proceeds on account of division of labour, there is no 
"essential" difference between the two features Actually, however, 
the difference between them boils down to different stages of techni- 
cal progress In the lower stages of the development of capitalist 
technique—simple co-operation and manufacture—the production 
of means of production as means of production does not yet exist 
it emerges and attains enormous development only at the higher 
stage—large-scale machine industry 
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Firstly, what has been said does not negate the “con- 
tradiction 1n the capitalist mode of production” which Marx 
spoke of 1n the following words "The labourers as buyers 
of commodities are important for the market But as sellers 
of their own commodity—labour-power—capitalist so- 
ciety tends to keep them down to the minimum _ price” 
(Das Kapital, Bd II, S 303, No 32). It has been 
shown above that in capitalist society that part of social 
production which produces articles of consumption must 
also grow The development of the production of means 
of production merely sets the above-mentioned con- 
tradiction aside, but does not abolish ıt It can only be elim- 
inated with the elimination of the capitahst mode of 
production itself It goes without saying, however, that 
it 1s utterly absurd to regard that contradiction as an ob- 
stacle to the full development of capitalism 1n Russia (as 
the Narodniks are fond of doing), incidentally, that is 
sufficiently explained by the table 

Secondly, when discussing the relation between the growth 
of capitalism and of the “market,” we must not lose sight 
of the 1ndubitable fact that the development of capitalism 
inevitably entails a rising level of requirements for the en- 
tire population, including the industrial proletariat This 
rise is created in general by the increasing frequency of 
exchange of products, which results 1n more frequent con- 
tacts between the inhabitants of town and country, of dif- 
ferent geographical localities, and so forth It1s also brought 
about by the crowding together, the concentration of the 
industrial proletariat, which enhances their class-conscious- 
ness and sense of human dignity and enables them to 
wage a successful struggle against the predatory tendencies 
of the capitalist system This law of increasing require- 
ments has manifested itself with full force in the history 
of Europe—compare, for example, the French proletariat of 
the end of the eighteenth and of the end of the nineteenth 
centuries, or the British worker of the 1840’s* and of today 


* Cf Frederick Engels, The Condition of the Working-Class in 
England in 1844 That was a state of most horrible and sordid pov- 
erty (in the literal sense of the word) and of utter loss of the sense 
of human dignity 
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This same law operates in Russia, too the rapid development 
of commodity economy and capitalism in the post-Reform 
epoch has caused a rise 1n the level of requirements of the 
“peasantry,” too the peasants have begun to live a “cleaner” 
life (as regards clothing, housing, and so forth) That this 
undoubtedly progressive phenomenon must be placed to 
the credit of Russian capitalism and of nothing else 18 
proved if only by the generally known fact (noted by all 
the investigators of our village handicrafts and of peasant 
economy 1n general) that the peasants of the industrial lo- 
calities live a far “cleaner” life than the peasants engaged 
exclusively 1n agriculture and hardly touched by capital- 
ism Of course, that phenomenon ıs manifested primarily 
and most readily in the adoption of the purely outward, 
ostentatious aspect of “civilisation,” but only arrant reac- 
tionarres ke Mr V V are capable of bewailing ıt and seeing 
nothing 1n ıt but "decline ” 


VII 


To understand what, in fact, the “market question" con- 
sists of, 1t 1s best to compare the Narodmk and Marxist con- 
ceptions of the process illustrated by the diagram (sho- 
wing exchange between the capitalists of sphere A and 
the direct producers of sphere W) and by the table (sho- 
wing the conversion of the natural economy of 6 produ- 
cers 1nto capitalist economy) 

If we take the diagram we get no explanation at all 
Why does capitalism develop? Where does ıt come from? 
It 1s represented as a sort of “accident”, its emergence 
1s attributed either to “we took the wrong road" or to 
"implantation" by the authorities Why do "the masses 
become impoverished”? This again 1s not answered 
by the diagram, and 1n place of an answer the Narodniks 
dispose of the matter with sentimental phrases about a 
*time-hallowed system,” deviation from the true path, 
and similar nonsense which the celebrated “subjective 
method in sociology" 1s so good at inventing 

The inabihty to explain capitalism, and preference for 
utopias instead of a study and elucidation of reality, lead 
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to a denial of the significance and strength of capitalism 
It 18 like a hopeless invalid who has no source from which 
to draw strength for development And we shall 1ntroduce 
into the condition of that invalid an insignificant, almost 
impalpable improvement if we say that he can develop 
by producing “means of production as means of production "* 
That requires the technical development of capitalism, 
and "we see" that precisely this development is lacking 
For that capitalism must embrace the whole country, but 
we see that “it is not possible for the development of 
capitalism to become universal ” 

If, however, we take the table, neither the develop- 
ment of capitalism nor the 1mpoverishment of the people 
will appear to be accidental They are necessary concom- 
itants of the growth of commodity production based on 
the division of social labour The question of the market 
1s entirely eliminated, because the market 1s nothing other 
than the expression of that division of labour and commodity 
production The development of capitalism 1s now seen not 
only as a possibility [something the author of the paper 
could at best** have proved], but also as a necessity, 
because once social economy 1s based on the division of 
labour and the commodity form of the product, technical 
Progress must inevitably lead to the strengthening and 
deepening of capitalism 

The question now arises why should we accept the sec- 
ond view? By what eriterion 1s it correct? 

es the facts of contemporary Russian economic re- 
ality 

The pivot of the table is the transition from com- 
modity to capitalist economy, the differentiation of the 
commodity producers into capitalists and proletarians 
And if we turn to the phenomena of the contemporary 
social economy of Russia we shall see that the foremost of 
them 1s precisely the differentiation of our small producers, 
If we take the peasant agriculturists, we shall find that, on 


* That is, the replacement of small industrial units by big ones, 
the ousting of hand by machine labour 

** That is, if he correctly appraised and properly understood 
the significance of the production of means of production, 
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the one hand, masses of peasants are giving up the land, 
losing economic independence, turning into proletarians, 
and, on the other hand, peasants are continually enlarging 
their crop areas and adopting improved farming methods 
On the one hand, peasants are losing farm property (live- 
stock and implements) and, on the other hand, peasants are 
acquiring improved implements, are beginning to procure 
machines, and so forth [Cf V V, Progresswe Trends 
in Peasant Farming | On the one hand, peasants are giving 
up the land, selling or leasing their allotments, and, on the 
other hand, peasants are renting allotments and are greedily 
buying privately-owned land All these are commonly known 
facts,* established long, long ago, the only explanation 
of which hes in the laws of commodity economy, which 
splits our "community" peasants, too, into a bourgeoisie 
and a proletariat If we take the village handicraftsmen we 
shall find that 1n the post-Reform epoch not only have new 
industries emerged and the old ones developed more rap- 
idly [the result of the differentiation of the agricultural 
peasantry just mentioned, the result of the progressing so- 
cial division of labour**], but, 1n addition, the mass of 
handicraftsmen have been growing poorer and poorer, sink- 
ing into dire poverty and losing economic independence, 
while an 1nsigmficant minority have been growing rich at 
the expense of that mass, accumulating vast amounts 
of capital, and turning into buyers-up, monopolising 
the market, and in the overwhelming majority of our 
handicraft industries, have, 1n the end, organised a com- 
pletely capitalist domestic system of large-scale produc- 
tion 

The existence of these two polarising trends among our 
petty producers clearly shows that capitalism and mass 1m- 
poverishment, far from precluding, actually condition each 
other, and irrefutably proves that capitalism 1s already the 
main background of the economic life of Russia 


*The peasants themselves very aptly call this process "depeas- 
antising ” (See Agricultural Survey of Nizhnt Novgorod Gubernia for 
1892 Nizhni Novgorod, 1893, Vol III pp 186-87 ) 

** One of Mr Nikolai —on's biggest theoretical mistakes Is that 
he ignores this phenomenon 
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That 1s why 1t will be no paradox to say that the fact 
of the break-up of the peasantry provides the answer to the 
“question of markets " 

One cannot help noting, also, that the very (current) 
presentation of the notorious "market question" harbours 
a number of absurdities The usual formula (see $ 1) 1s based 
on the most incredible assumptions—that the economic 
system of society can be built or destroyed at the will of 
some group of persons—“intellectuals” or the “government” 
(otherwise the question could not be raised—"can" capi- 
talism develop?, "must" Russia pass through capitalism?, 
"should" the village community be preserved? and so forth)— 
that capitalism precludes the 1mpoverishment of the people, 
that the market 1s something separate from and independent 
of capitalism, some special condition for its development 

Unless these absurdities are corrected, the question can- 
not be answered 

Indeed, let us imagine that ın answer to the question 
“Can capitalism develop in Russia, when the masses 
of the people are poor and are becoming still poorer?" 
somebody would say the following “Yes, ıt can, because 
capitalism will develop not on account of articles of 
consumption, but, on account of means of production " Ob- 
viously, such an answer 1s based on the absolutely correct 
idea that the total productivity of a capitalist. nation in- 
creases chiefly on account of means of production (1e, 
more on account of means of production than of articles 
of consumption), but 1t 1s still more obvious that such an 
answer cannot advance the solution of the question one 
1ota, Just as you cannot draw a correct conclusion from a 
syllogism with a correct minor premise but an absurd major 
premise Such an answer (Í repeat) already presupposes that 
capitalism 1s developing, 1s embracing the whole country, 

assing to a higher technical stage (large-scale machine 
industry), whereas the question itself 1s based on the 
denial of the possibility of capitalism developing and of 
small-scale production being replaced by large-scale pro- 
duction 
The “market question” must be removed from the sphere 
of fruitless speculation about “possibility” and “necessity” 
to the solid ground of reality, that of studying and ez- 
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plaining what shape the Russian economic order 1s taking, 
and why ıt 1s taking that shape and no other 

I shall confine myself to quoting some examples from the 
material in my possession 1n order to show concretely on what 
data this proposition 1s based 

To illustrate the differentiation of the small producers 
and the fact that not only a process of impoverishment, 
but also of the creation of large-scale (relatively) bourgeois 
economy is taking place among them, I shall quote data 
for three purely agricultural uyezds 1n different, gubermas 
of European Russia Dmeper Uyezd ın Taurida Gubernia, 
Novouzensk Uyezd in Samara Guberma, and Kamyshin 
Uyezd 1n Saratov Guberma The data are taken from Zem- 
stvo statistical abstracts To forestall possible statements 
that the uyezds chosen are not typical (ın our outlying 
regions, which hardly experienced serfdom and largely 
became populated only under post-Reform, "free" condi- 
tions, differentiation has, indeed, made more rapid strides 
than at the centre) let me say the following 

4) Of the three mainland uyezds of Taurida Guberma 
I have chosen Dnieper Uyezd because ıt 15 wholly Russian 
[0 696 are colonist farms] and 1s inhabited by community 
peasants 

2) For Novouzensk Uyezd the data concern only the Rus- 
sian (community) population [see Statistical Returns for 
Novouzensk Uyezd, pp 432-39 Column a], and do not 1n- 
clude the so-called farmstead peasants, 1 e , those commu- 
mty peasants who have left the commumty and have settled 
separately on purchased or rented land The addition of 
these direct representatives of capitalist farming* would 
show an even greater differentiation 

3) For Kamyshin Uyezd the data eoncern only the Great- 
Russian (community) population 

The classification 1n the abstracts 15—for Dmeper Uyezd— 
according to dessiatines of crop area per household, for the 
others—according to number of draught animals 


* Indeed, 2,294 farmstead peasants have 123,252 dessiatines 
under crops (1e, an average of 53 dessiatines per farmer) ped 
employ 2,662 male labourers lend 234 women) They have over 40, 
horses and oxen Very many improved implements see p 453 of Sta- 
tistical Returns for Novouzensk Uyezd 
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Dnieper Uyezd Novouzensk 


Groups of peas- 
ants according 
to economic 
strength 


Crop area per bouse- 


hold (dess.) 


Number of house- 


holds 
Number of house- 


Poor group 7 880 | 40 
Middle group || 8 234 | 42 


38,439 | 11 
137,944 | 43 


48 10,504 
10 9 
16 6 10,757 


Prosperous 
group 3 643 | 18 


150,614 | 46 |41 3 7,014 


Totals 19,757 |1| 326 397 |n 8 zs je 


The poor group includes households—in Dnieper Uyezd— 
cultivating no land, or with crop areas of up to 10 dessia- 
tines per household, 1n Novouzensk and Kamyshin uyezds— 
households having no draught animals or one The middle 
group includes households in Dmeper Uyezd having from 
10 to 25 dessiatines of crop area, in Novouzensk Uyezd— 
households having from 2 to 4 draught animals, ın Kamyshin 
Uyezd—households having from 2 to 3 draught animals 
The prosperous group includes households having over 25 des+ 
siatines (Dnieper Uyezd), or having more than 4 draught 
Urad) (Novouzensk Uyezd) and more than 3 (Kamyshın 

yez 

From these data 1t 1s quite evident that the process going 
on among our agricultural and community peasants is not 
one of impoverishment and ruin in general, but a proc- 
ess of splitting into a bourgeoisie and a proletariat 
A vast mass of peasants (the poor group)—about a half 
on the average—are losing economic independence, They 
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now have only an insignificant part of the total farming 
of the local peasants—some 13% (on the average) 
of the crop area, the area under crops 1s 3-4 dessiatines 
per household To show what such a crop area means, let 
me say thatin Taurida Gubermia, for a peasant household 
to subsist exclusively by independent farming, without 
resorting to so-called “outside employments,” 1t must have 
47-48 dessiatines* under crops Obviously, the members 
of the bottom group already subsist far less by their farming 
than by outside employments, 1 e , the sale of their labour- 
power And if we turn to more detailed data characterising 
the conditions of the peasants 1n this group we shall see that 
precisely this group provides the largest contingent of those 
who give up their farming, lease their allotments, have 


* In Samara and Saratov gubernias the amount will be about a 
third lower, as the local population 1s less prosperous 
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no working implements and seek employment elsewhere 
The peasants 1n this group represent our rural proletariat 

But, on the other hand, from among these very same com- 
munity peasants quite another group, of an entirely oppo- 
site character, 18 emerging The peasants in the top group 
have crop areas 7 to 10 times larger than those of the peasants 
in the bottom group If we compare these crop areas (23-40 
dessiatines per household) with the “normal” number of des- 
siatines under crops that a family needs 1n order to live com- 
fortably by its farming alone, we shall find that they are 
double or treble that amount Obviously, these peasants 
already engagein agriculture to obtain an income, to trade 
in grain They accumulate considerable savings and use 
them to improve their farms and farming methods, for 
example, they buy agricultural machines and improved 
implements In Novouzensk Uyezd as a whole, for instance, 
14% of the householders have improved agricultural imple- 
ments, of the peasants in the top group 42% of the house- 
holders have improved implements (so that the peasants 
in the top group account for 7596 of the total number of house- 
holds in the uyezd possessing improved agricultural im- 
plements), and concentrate in their hands 82% of the total 
improved implements owned by the “peasantry "* The peas- 
ants 1n the top group can no longer manage their crop sow- 
ing with their own labour force and therefore resort to the 
hiring of workers for example, 1n Novouzensk Uyezd 3596 
of the householders 1n the top group employ regular wage- 
workers (not counting those hired, for instance, for the har- 
vesting, etc ), ıt ıs the same in Dnieper Uyezd In short, the 
peasants in the top group undoubtedly constitute a bour- 
geoisie Their strength now 1s not based on plundering other 
producers (as 1s the strength of the usurers and “kulaks”), 
but on the independent orgamsation** of production in 
the hands of this group, which constitutes only one-fifth 
of the peasantry, 18 concentrated more than one-half of the 
total crop area [I take the general average area for all three 


* Altogether, the peasants in the uyezd have $,724 improved 
implements 
** Which, of course, is also based on plunder, only not the plun- 
der of independent producers, but of workers 
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uyezds] If we bear 1n mind that the productivity of labour 
(1e, the harvests) of these peasants is immeasurably high- 
er than that of the ground-scratching proletamans in the 
bottom group, we cannot but draw the conclusion that the 
chief motive force 1n grain production is the rural bour- 
geoisie 

What influence was this splitting of the peasantry into 
a bourgeoisie and a proletariat [the Narodmiks see nothin 
in this process but the “impoverishment of the masses” 
bound to have on the size of the “market,” 1 e , on the pro- 
portion of grain that 18 converted into a commodity? Obvi- 
ously, that proportion was bound to grow considerably, be- 
cause the mass of grain possessed by the peasants 1n the top 
group far exceeded their own needs and went to the market, 
on the other hand, the members of the bottom group had to 
buy extra grain with money earned by outside work 

To quote exact data on this point we must now turn not 
to Zemstvo statistical abstracts, but to V Y. Postmkov’s 
book Peasant Farming in South Russia Using Zemstvo 
Statistical data, Postnikov describes peasant farming in 
three mainland uyezds of Taunda Guberma (Berdyansk, 
Melitopol and Dnieper) and analyses that farming according 
to different groups of peasants [divided into 6 categories 
according to crop area 1) cultivating no land, 2) cultivating 
up to 5 dessiatines, 3) from 5 to 10 dessiatines, 4) 10 to 25 
dessiatines, 5) 25 to 50 dessiatines, 6) over 50 dessiatines] 
Investigating the relation of the different groups to the 
market, the author divides the crop area of each farm into 
the following 4 parts 1) the farm-service area—as Postnikov 
calls the part of the crop area which provides the seed 
necessary for sowing, 2) the food area—provides grain for 
the sustenance of the family and labourers, 3) the fodder 
area—provides fodder for the draught animals, and lastly, 
4) the commercial or market area provides the product which 
18 converted into a commodity and disposed of on the 
market It goes without saying that only the last area 
provides income in cash, whereas the others yield it in 
kind, 1 e , provide a product that 1s consumed on the farm 

Calculating the size of each of these plots 1n the different 
crop-area groups of the peasantry, Postnikov presents the 
following table 
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Note to table 


1) Postnikov does not give the penultimate column | compiled it 
myself 

E Postnikov calculates the cash income on the assumption that the 
entire commercia! area is planted to wheat, and taking the average 
yleld and the average price of grain. 


We see from these data that the bigger the farm, the more 
1t assumes a commodity character and the larger 1s the pro- 
portion of grain grown for sale [12-36-52-61% according 
to group] The principal grain growers, the peasants 1n the 
two top groups (they have more than half the total area 
under crops), sell more than half of their total agnricultuial 
product [5296 and 6196] 

If the peasantry were not spht up into a bourgeoisie and 
a proletariat, 1f, 1n other words, the area under crops were 
divided among all the *peasants" 'equally," all of them 
would then belong to the middle group (those cultivating 
10 to 25 dessiatines), and only 36% oi the total grain, 1 e , the 
product of 518,136 dessiatines of crop area (36% of 1,439,267 
=018,136), would appear on the market But now, as can be 


ON THE SO CALI ED MARKET QUESTION 4147 


seen trom the table, 42% of the total grain, the product of 
608,869 dessiatines, goes to the market Thus, the “impover- 
ishment of the masses,” the complete decline of the farms 
of 40% of the peasants (the poor group, 1e , those culti- 
vating up to 10 dessiatines), the formation of a rural pro- 
letariat have led to the produce ot 90,000* dessiatines of 
land under crops being thrown on to the market 

I do not at all want to say that the growth of the “market” 
as a consequence of the differentiation of the peasantry was 
limited only to this Far from ıt We have seen, for example, 
that the peasants acquire improved implements, 1e, turn 
their savings to the “production of means of production ” 
We have seen that, 1n addition to grain, another commodity, 
human labour-power, has come on to the market I do not 
refer to all this only because I have quoted this example tor 
a narrow and specific purpose to show that here 1n Russia 
the impoverishment of the masses 1s actually leading to the 
strengthening of commodity and capitalist economy I delib- 
erately chose a product hke grain, which everywhere and 
arways 18 the last and the slowest to be drawn 1nto commodity 
Circulation And that 1s why I took an exclusively agricul- 
tural locality 

I shall now take another example, relating to a purely 
industrial area—Moscow Gubernia Peasant farming 1s 
described by the Zemstvo statisticians in volumes VI 
and VII of Statistical Returns for Moscow Gubernia, which 
contain a number of excellent essays on the handicrait ın- 
dustries I shall confine myself to quoting one passage from 
the essay on "The Lace Industry"** which explains how and 
why the post-Reform epoch saw a particularly rapid develop- 
ment of peasant handicrafts 

The lace industry arose 1n the twenties of the present cen- 
tury in two neighbouring villages of Voronovo Volost, 
Podolsk Uyezd “In the 1840's 1t began to spread slowly 
to other nearby villages, although 1t did not yet cover a big 
area But beginning with the sixties and especially during 


* 90 733 dessiatines— 6 3% of the total crop area 

** Statistical Returns for Moscow Gubernia Section of Economic 
Statistics Vol VI, Issue ÍI, Handicralt Industries of Moscow Guber- 
mia, Issue II, Moscow 1880 
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the last three or four years, 1t has spread rapidly to the sur- 
rounding countryside " 

Of the 32 villages 1n which this industry 18 practised at 
the present time it began 


in 2 villagesin 1820 
4 


T » . » 1840 

: . o. the 1860's 
271 . 4870-1875 
.4À . 1816-1879 


"If we investigate the causes of this phenomenon," says 
the author of the essay, “1e , the extremely rapid spread of 
the industry precisely in the last few years, we shall find 
that, on the one hand, during that period the peasants’ living 
conditions greatly deteriorated and, on the other hand, that 
the requirements of the population—that part of ıt which 
1s 1n more favourable circumstances—considerably ın- 
creased ” 

In confirmation of this the author borrows from the Mos- 
cow Zemstvo statistics the following data, which I give ın 
the form of a table * 

"These figures," continues the author, "are eloquent proc 
that the total number of horses, cows and small livestock 
in that volost increased, but this increased prosperity fell 
to the lot of certain individuals, namely, the category of 
householders owning 2-3 and more horses 

Consequently, we see that, side by side with an 1n- 
crease 1n the number of peasants who have neither cows nor 
horses, there 1s an increase 1n the number of those who stop 
cultivating their land they have no animals, and, therefore, 
not enough manure, the land becomes exhausted, 1t 1s not 
worth tilling, to get food for themselves and their families, 
to avert starvation, 1t 1s not enough for the males alone to 
engage 1n some industry—they did that previously, when 
they were free from farm work—now, other members of 
the family must also seek outside employment 

The figures we gave 1n the tables showed us something 
else, 1n those villages there was also an increase in the number 


* | have omitted data on the distribution of cows (the conclusion 
is the same) and added the percentages. [See table on p 119 — 
Ed Eng ed] 
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of people having 2-3 horses, or cows Consequently, the 
prosperity of those peasants increased, and yet, at the 
same time, we said that ‘all the women and children in such 
and such a village engage 1n industry ' How 1s this to be 
explained? To explain this phenomenon we must see 
what sort of life 1s lived 1n those villages, and become more 
closely acquainted with their domestic conditions, and then, 
perhaps, ascertain what accounts for this strong urge to 
produce goods for the market 

“We shall not, of course, stop here to investigate 1n detail 
under what fortunate circumstances there gradually emerge 
from the peasant population stronger individuals, stronger 
families, what conditions give mse to their prosperity and 
what social conditions enable that prosperity, once 1t has 
appeared, to grow rapidly and cause it to grow to such an 
extent as to considerably distinguish one section of the village 
inhabitants from the other To follow this process 1t 1s suf- 
ficient to point to one of the most ordinary occurrences 1n 
a peasant village In a village, a certain peasant 1s reputed 
among his fellow villagers to be a healthy, strong, sober 
working man He has a large family, mostly sons, also dıs- 
tinguished for their physical strength and good traits They 
all live together, there 1s no dividing up They get an allot- 
ment for 4-5 persons It does not, of course, require the 
labour of all the members of the family to cultivate it And 
80, two or three of the sons regularly engage 1n some outside 
or local 1ndustry, and only dunng the haymalang season do 
they drop their industry for a short time and help the family 
with the field work The individual members of the family 
do not keep their earnings, but pool them Given other fa- 
vourable circumstances, the combined income considerably 
exceeds the expenditure necessary to satisfy the family's 
requirements Money 1s saved and, as a consequence, the 
family 1s able to engage 1n 1ndustry under better conditions 
1t can buy raw materials for cash at first hand, ıt can sell 
the goods produced when they fetch a good price, and can 
dispense with the services of all kinds of ‘hirers-out of labour,’ 
men and women dealers, and so forth 

“It becomes possible to hire a worker or two, or give out 
work to be done at home by poor peasants who have lost 
the possibility of doing any job quite independently Due 
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to these and similar circumstances, the strong family we have 
mentioned is able to obtain profit not only from its own 
labour We are not speaking here, of course, of those cases 
where individuals known as kulaks, sharks, emerge from 
those families, we are examining the most ordinary occur- 
rences among the peasant population The tables given in 
Volume II of the Abstract and 1n Part I of Volume VI clearly 
show that as the conditions of one section of the peasant- 
ry grow worse, 1n the majority of cases there 1s an increase 
in the prosperity of the other, smaller section, or of indi- 
vidual members 

“As industrial occupation spreads, intercourse with the 
outside world, with the town, ın this case with Moscow, 
becomes more frequent, and some of the Moscow customs 
gradually penetrate into the village and are met with at 
first precisely ın these more prosperous families They buy 
samovars, table crockery and glass, they wear ‘neater’ 
clothes Whereas at first this neatness of clothing takes the 
shape, among men, of boots 1n place of bast shoes, among the 
women leather shoes and boots are the crowning glory, so to 
speak, of neater clothing, they prefer bright, motley calicoes 
and kerch:efs, figured woollen shawls, and similar charms 

* [n the peasant family 1t has been the custom ‘for ages' 
for the wife to clothe her husband, herself and the chil- 
dren As long as they grew their own flax, less money had 
to be spent on the purchase of cloth and other materials 
required for clothing, and this money was obtained from the 
sale of poultry, eggs, mushrooms, berries, a spare skein of 
yarn, or piece of linen All the rest was made at home It 
was such circumstances, 1 e , the domestic production of all 
those articles which the peasant women were expected to 
make, and the fact that they spent on 1t all the time they 
had free from field work, that explain, 1n the present case, 
the extremely slow development of the lace zndustry 1n the 
villages 1n Voronovo Volost Lace was made mainly by the 
young women of the more prosperous or of the larger families, 
Where 1t was not necessary for all the women to spin flax or 
weave linen But cheap calico gradually began to oust linen, 
and to this other circumstances were added either the flax 
crop failed, or the wife wanted to make her husband a red 
calico shirt and herself a smarter dress, and so the custom 
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of weaving various sorts of linen and kerchiefs at home for 
peasants’ clothing gradually died out, or became very re- 
stricted And the clothing itself underwent a change, partly 
because homespun cloth was displaced by factory-made 
cloth 

“ That explains why the majority of the population do 
all they can to make articles for sale, and even put their 
children to this work ” 

This artless narrative of a careful observer clearly shows 
how the process of division of social labour takes place among 
our peasant masses, how it leads to the enhancement of 
commodity production [and, consequently, of the market], 
and how this commodity production, of itself, 1 e , by vır- 
tue of the very relations 1n which 1t places the producer to 
the market, leads to the purchase and sale of labour-power 
becoming “a most ordinary occurrence ” 


VIII 


In conclusion, it will, perhaps, be worth while to 1llus- 
trate the disputed issue which, I think, 1s overburdened 
with abstractions, diagrams and formulae—by an examina- 
tion of the argument advanced by one of the latest and most 
prominent representatives of "current views " 

I am referring to Mr Nikolai —on * 

He regards as the greatest "obstacle" to the development 
of capitalism 1n Russia the "contraction" of the home market 
and the "diminution" of the purchasing power of the peasants 
The capitalisation of the handicraft industries, he says, oust- 
ed the domestic production of goods, the peasants had to 
buy their clothing To obtain the money for this, the peasant 
took to the expansion of his crop area, and as the allotments 
were inadequate he carried this expansion far beyond the 
limits of rational farming, he raised the payment for rented 
land to scandalous heights, and 1n the end he was ruined 
Capitalism dug its own grave, 1t brought “people’s economy” 
to the frightful crisis of 1891 and stopped, having no ground 
under its feet, unable to “continue along the same path” 


* It goes without saying that there can be no question here of 
examining his entire work, a TRES book would be required for 
that We can only examine one of his favourite arguments 
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Realising that "we have departed from the time-hallowed 


people's system” Russia is now waiting for orders from 
the authorities “to infuse large-scale production into the 
village community ” 

Wherein hes the absurdity of this “ever new” (for the Rus- 
sian Narodniks) theory? 

Is ıt that 1ts author fails to understand the significance of 
the apne of means of production as means of produc- 
tion”? Of course, not Mr Nik —on knows that law very 
well and even mentions that it operates in our country, 
too (pp 186, 203-204) True, 1n view of his faculty for casti- 
gating himself with contradictions, he sometimes (cf p 123) 
forgets about that law, but 1t 1s obvious that the correction 
of such contradictions would not in the least correct the 
author's main (above-quoted) argument 

The absurdity of his theory hes ın his inability to explain 
capitalism in this country and in basing his arguments 
about 1t on pure fictions 

The “peasantry,” who were ruined by the ousting of home- 
made products by factory-made products, are regarded by 
Mr Nik —on as something homogeneous, internally cobe- 
sive, and reacting to all the events of life as one man 

Nothing of the kind exists in reality Commodity pro- 
duction could not have arisen ın Russia if the productive 
units (the peasant households) had not existed separately, 
and everybody knows that actually each of our peasants 
conducts his farming separately and independently of his 
fellows, he carries on the production of products, which 
become his private property, at his own exclusive risk, he 
enters 1nto relation with the "market" on his own 

Let us see how matters stand among the "peasantry " 

“Being in need of money, the peasant enlarges bis crop 
area excessively and 1s ruined " 

But only the prosperous peasant can enlarge his crop 
area, the one who has seed for sowing, and a sufficient quan- 
tity of livestock and implements Such peasants (and they, 
as we know, are the minority) do, indeed, extend their 
crop areas and expand their farming to such an extent that 
they cannot cope with it without the aid of hired labourers 
The majority of peasants, however, are quite unable to meet 
their need for money by expanding their farming, for they 
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have no stocks, or sufficient means of production Such a 
peasant, in order to obtain money, seeks "outside employ- 
ments," 1 e , takes his labour-power and not his product to the 
market Naturally, work away from home entails a further 
decline in farming, and 1n the end the peasant leases his allot- 
ment to a rich fellow community member, who rounds off 
his farm and, of course, does not himself consume the product 
ol the rented allotment, but sends ıt to the market We get 
the '1mpoverishment of the people," the growth of capitalism 
and the expansion of the market But that is not all Our 
rich peasant, fully occupied by his extended farming, can 
no longer produce as hitherto for his own needs, let us say 
footwear 1t 1s more advantageous tor him to buy it As to 
the impoverished peasant, he, too, has to buy footwear, he 
cannot produce 1t on his farm for the simple reason that he 
no longer has one There arises a demand for footwear and 
a supply of grain, produced 1n abundance by the euterpris- 
ing peasant, who touches the soul of Mr V V with the 
progressive trend of bis farming The neighbouring bandi- 
craft footwear-makers find themselves 1n the same position 
as the agriculturists just described to buy grain, of which 
the declining farm yields too little, production must be ex- 
panded Again, of course, production is expanded only by the 
handicraftsman who has savings, 1e, the representative 
of the minority, he1s able to hire workers, or give work out 
to poor peasants to be done at home The members of the 
majority of handicraftsmen, however, cannot even think of 
enlarging their workshops they are glad to “get work” from 
the moneyed buyer-up, 1 e , to find a purchaser of their only 
commodity— their labour-power Again we get the 1mpover- 
ishment of the people, the growth of capitalism and the 
expansion of the market, a new impetus 1s given to the fur- 
ther development and intensification of the social division 
of labour Where will that movement end? Nobody can say, 
Just as nobody can say where ıt began, and after all that 
1s not important The important thing 1s that we have before 
us a single, living, organic process, the process of the develop- 
ment of commodity economy and the growth of capitalism 

“Depeasantising” 1n the countryside shows us the beginning 
of this process, its genesis, 11s early stages, large-scale cap- 
italism in the towns shows us the end of the process, 118 
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tendency Try to tear these phenomena apait try to exam- 
ime them separately and independently of each other and 
you will not get your argument to hang together, you will 
be unable to explain either one phenomenon or the other, 
either the impoverishment of the people or the growth of 
capitalism 

Mostly, however, those who advance such arguments, 
which have neither beginning nor end being unable to ex- 
plain the process, break off the investigation with the state- 
ment that one of the two phenomena equally unintelligible 
to them [and, of course, precisely the one that contradicts 
“the morally developed sense of the critically thinking indi- 
vidual” ] 1s “absurd,” ‘accidental ’ “hangs 1n the air” 

In actual fact, what 1s “hanging 10 the air" 1s of course only 
their own arguments 
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Last manuscript page of Lenin's On the So-Called 
Market Question, 1893 (Reduced) 


WHAT THE “FRIENDS OF THE PEOPLE” ARE 
AND HOW THEY FIGHT 
THE SOCIAL-DEMOCRATS 


(A REPLY TO ARTICLES IN RUSSKOY F BOGATSTVO 
OPPOSING THE MARXISTS *) 


Written 1n the spring Published according to tne 
and summer of 189 hectographed edition 1884 


First published in 1894 


PART I 


Russkoye Bogatstvo** has launched a campaign against 
the Social-Democrats Last year, 1n issue No 10, one of the 
leading hghts of this magazine, Mr N Mikhailovsky, an- 
nounced a forthcoming “polemic” against “our so-called 
Marxists, or Social-Democrats ”*” Then followed Mr S Kn- 
venko's article “Our Cultural Free Lances” (No 12), and 
Mr N Mikhailovsky’s “Literature and Life” (Russkoye 
Bogatstvo, 1894 Nos l and 2) As to the magazine's own 
views on our economic realities, these have been most 
fully expounded by Mr S Yuzhakov in the article "Prob- 
lems of Russia's Economic Development" (in Nos 114 and 
42) While 1n general claiming to present the ideas and tac- 
tics of true “friends of the people” 1n their magazine, these 
gentlemen are arch-enemies of Social-Democracy So let us 
take a closer look at these “friends of the people,” their crit- 
1cism of Marxism, their ideas and their tactics 


Mr N Mikhailovsky devotes his attention chiefly tothe 
theoretical principles of Marxism and theretore makes a spe- 
cial investigation of the matenalist conception of history 
After outlining in general the contents of the voluminous 
Marxist literature enunciating this doctrine, Mr Mikbai- 
lovsky opens his criticism with the following tirade 

“First of all,” he says, “the question naturally arses 
in which of bis works-did Marx expound his materialist 
conception of history? In Capital he gave us an example of 
the combination of logical force with erudition, with a scru- 
pulous investigation of all the economic hterature and of 
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the pertinent facts He brought to light theoreticians of 
economic science long forgotten or unknown to anybody to- 
day, and did not overlook the most minute details 1n factory 
inspectors' reports or experts' evidence before various spe- 
cial commissions, 1n a word, he examined this enormous 
mass of factual material, partly ın order to provide argu- 
ments for his economic theories and partly to illustrate 
them It he has created a ‘completely new’ conception of 
the historical process, 1f he has explained the whole past of 
mankind from a new viewpoint and has summarised all 
hitherto existing theories on the philosophy of history, then 
he has done so, of course, with equal zeal he has, indeed, 
reviewed and subjected to critical analysis all the known 
theories of the historical process, and worked over a mass 
ol facts of world history, The comparison with Darwin, so 
customary 1n Marxist literature, serves still more to confirm 
this idea What does Darwin's whole work amount to? 
Certain closely 1nterconnected generalising 1deas crowning 
a veritable Mont Blanc of factual material But where 1s 
the appropriate work by Marx? It does not exist And not 
only does no such work by Marx exist, but there 1s none to 
be tound 1n all Marxist literature, despite 1ts voluminous 
and extensive character ” 

The whole tirade 1s highly characteristic and helps us to 
understand how httle the public understand Capital and 
Marx Overwhelmed by the tremendously convincing way he 
states his case, they bow and scrape before Marx, laud him, 
and at the same t1me entirely lose sight of the basic content 
of his doctrine and quite calmly continue to sing the old 
songs of "subjective sociology " In this connection one 
cannot help recalling the very apt epigraph Kautsky se- 
lected for his book on the economic teachings of Marx 


Wer wird nicht einen Klopstock loben? 
Doch wird thn jeder lesen? Nein 

Wir wollen weniger erhoben, 

Und fleissiger gelesen sein! * 


* Who would not praise a Klopstock? But will everybody read 
him? No We would like to be exalted less, but read more diligentlyl 
(Lessing) — Ed 
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Just so! Mr Mikhailovsky should praise Marx less and 
read him more diligently, or, better still, give more seri- 
ous thought to what he 1s reading 

“In Capital Marx gave us an example of the combination 
of logical force with erudition,” says Mr Mikhailovsky In 
this phrase Mr Mikhailovsky has given us an example of 
a brilliant phrase combined with lack of substance—a cer- 
tain Marxist observed And the observation 1s a very just 
one How, indeed, did this logical force of Marx’s manifest 
itself? What were its effects? Reading the above tirade by 
Mr Mikhailovsky, one might think that this force was 
concentrated entirely on “economic theories,” 1n the narrow- 
est sense of the term—and nothing more And in order to 
emphasise still further the narrow limits of the field 1n which 
Marx manifested the force of his logic, Mr Mikhailovsky 
lays stress on “most minute details,” on “scrupulosity,” on 
“theoreticians unknown to anybody” and soforth It would 
appear that Marx contributed nothing essentially new or 
noteworthy to the methods of constructing these theories, 
that he left the bounds of economic science where the earlier 
economists had them, without extending them, without 
contributing a “completely new” conception of the science 
itself Yet anybody who has read Capital knows that this 
1s absolutely untrue In this connection one cannot but re- 
call what Mr Mikhailovsky wrote about Marx sixteen years 
ago when arguing with that vulgar bourgeois, Mr Y Zhu- 
kovsky ** Perhaps the times were different, perhaps senti- 
ments were fresher—at any rate, both the tone and the con- 
tent of Mr Mikhailovsky's article were then entirely differ- 
ent 

** tis the ultimate aim of this work, to lay bare the law 
of development (in the original das oekonomische Bewe- 
gungsgesetz—theeconomic law of motion) of modern society,” 
Karl Marx says 1n reference to his Capital, and he adheres 
strictly to this programme " This 18 what Mr Mikhailovsky 
said ın 1877 Let us examine this programme more closely, 
which—as the critic admits—has been strictly adhered to 
It 1s “to lay bare the economic law of development of modern 
society ” 

The very formulation confronts us with several questions 
that require explanation Why does Marx speak of “modern” 
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society, wher all the economists who preceded him spoke of 
society 1n general? In what sense does he use the word "mod- 
ern,' by what features does he distinguish this modern so- 
ciety? And further, what 1s meant by the economic law of 
motion of society? We are accustomed to hear from econo- 
mists—and this, by the way, 18 one of the favourite ideas 
of the publicists and economists of the milieu to which the 
Russkoye Bogatstvo belongs—that only the production of val- 
ues 18 subject to solely economic laws, whereas distribution, 
they declare, depends on politics, on the nature of the ın- 
fluence exercised on society by the government, the intel- 
hgentsia and so forth In what sense, then, does Marx speak 
of the economic law of motion of society, even referring to 
this law as a Naturgesetz—a law of nature? How are we to 
understand this, when so many of our native sociologists 
have covered reams of paper to show that social phenom- 
ena are particularly distinct from the phenomena of na- 
tural history, and that therefore the investigation of the 
former requires the employment of an absolutely distinct 
“subjective method ın sociology * 

All these perplexities arise naturally and necessarily, 
and, of course, only an absolute 1gnoramus would evade them 
when speaking of Capital To elucidate these questions, we 
shall first quote one more passage from the same Preface to 
Capital—only a few lines lower down 

*[From] my standpoint," says Marx, "the evolution of the 
economic formation of society 1s viewed as a process of nat- 
ural history "** 

It will be sufficient to compare, say, the two passages just 
quoted from the Preface 1n order to see that 1t 1s here that 
we have the basic idea of Capital, pursued, as we have heard, 
with strict consistency and with rare logical force First 
let us note two circumstances regarding all this Marx 
speaks of one “economic formation of society” only, the cap- 
italist formation, that 1s, he says that he investigated the 
law of development of this formation only and of no other. 
That 1s the first And secondly, let us note the methods Marx 
used 1n working out his deductions These methods consisted, 
as we have just heard from Mr Maikhailovsky, ın a “scru- 
pulous investigation of the pertinent facts ” 

Now let us examine this basic idea of Capital, which our 
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subjective philosopher se adroitly tried to evade In what, 
properly speaking, does the concept of the économic for- 
mation of society consist? and in what sense can and must 
the development of such a formation be regarded as a proc- 
ess of natural history?—such are the questions that now 
confront us I have already pointed out that from the stand- 
point of the old (not old for Russia) economists and sociol- 
ogists, the concept of the economic formation of society 
1s entirely superfluous they talk of society ın general, they 
argue with the Spencers about the nature of society 1n gener- 
al, about the aim and essence of society 1n general, and so 
forth In their reasonings, these subjective sociologists rely 
on arguments such as—the aim of society 1s to benefit all 
its members, that justice, therefore, demands such and such 
an organisation, and that a system that 1s out of harmony 
with this ideal organisation (“Sociology must start with 
some utopia"—these words of Mr Mukhailovsky’s, one of 
the authors of the subjective method, splendidly typify the 
essence of their methods) 1s abnormal and should be set 
aside "The essential task of sociology," Mr Mikhailovsky, 
for instance, argues, “1s to ascertain the social conditions 
under which any particular requirement, of human nature 
18 satisfied " As you see, what interests this sociologist 1s 
only a society that satisfies human nature, and not at all 
some strange formations of society, which, moreover, may 
be based on a phenomenon so out of harmony with “human 
nature” as the enslavement of the majority by the minority 
You also see that from the standpoint of this sociologist 
there can be no question of regarding the development of 
society as a process of natural history (‘Having accepted 
something as desirable or undesirable, the sociologist must 
discover the conditions under which the desirable can be 
realised, or the undesirable eliminated"— "under which such 
and such 1deals can be realised"—this same Mr Mikhailovsky 
reasons ) What 1s more, there can be no talk even of develop- 
ment, but only of various deviations from the "desirable," 
of "defects" that have occurred 1n history as a result , asa 
result of the fact that people were not clever enough, were 
unable properly to understand what human nature demands, 
were unable to discover the conditions for the realisation of 
such a rational system It 1s obvious that Marx’s basic idea 
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that the development of the social-economic formations 1s a 
process of natural history cuts at the very root of this childish 
morality which lays claim to the title of sociology By what 
means did Marx arrive at this basic idea? He did so by sin- 
gling out the economic sphere from the various spheres of 
social life, by singling out production relations from all 
social relations as being basic, primary, determining all oth- 
er relations Marx himself has described the course of his 
reasoning on this question as follows 

“The first work which I undertook for a solution of the 
doubts which assailed me was a critical review of the Hegelian 
philosophy of nght *° My investigation led to the result 
that legal relations as well as forms of state are to be grasped 
neither from themselves nor from the so-called general de- 
velopment of the human mind, but rather have their roots 
in the material conditions of life, the sum-total of which 
Hegel, following the example of the Englishmen and French- 
men of the eighteenth century, combines under the name of 
‘civil society,’ that, however, the anatomy of civil society 
is to be sought ın politicaleconomy The general result at 
which I arrived can be briefly formulated as follows 
1n the social production of their life, men enter into definite 
relations relations of production which correspond to a 
definite stage of development of their material productive 
forces The sum-total ot these relations of production consti- 
tutes the economic structure of society, the real foundation, 
on which mses a legal and political superstructure and to 
which correspond defimte forms of social consciousness 
The mode of production of material life conditions the so- 
cial, political and intellectual life process 1n general It 1s 
not the consciousness of men that determines their being, 
but, on the contrary, their social being that determines their 
consciousness At a certain stage of their development, the 
material productive forces of society come 1n conflict with 
the existing relations of production, or—what is but a legal 
expression for the same thing—with the property relations 
within which they have been at work hitherto From forms 
of development of the productive forces these relations turn 
into their fetters Then begins an epoch of social revolution 
With the change of the economic foundation the entire 1m- 
mense superstructure 1s more or less rapidly transtormed 
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In considering such transformations, a distinction should 
always be made between the material transformation of 
the conditions of production, which should be established 
in terms of natural science, and the legal, political, 
religious, aesthetic or philosophic—in short, 1deolog- 
ical—forms in which men become conscious of this 
conflict and fight ıt out Just as our opinion of an individual 
18 not based on what he thinks of himself, so can we not judge 
of such a period of transformation by 1ts own consciousness, 
on the contrary, this consciousness must be explained rather 
from the contradictions of material life, from the existing 
conflict between the social productive forces and the rela- 
tions of production In broad outlines Asiatic, ancient, 
feudal, and modern bourgeois modes of production can be 
designated as progressive epochs in the economic forma- 
tion of society "'! 

This idea of materialism 1n sociology was in itself a stroke 
of gemus Naturally, for the time being ıt was only a hypoth- 
esis, but one which first created the possibility of a strictly 
scientific approach to historical and social problems Hither- 
to, not knowing how to get down to the simplest primary 
relations such as those of production, the sociologists under- 
took the direct investigation and study of political and legal 
forms, stumbled on the fact that these forms emerge from 
certain of mankind’s ideas 1n the period 1n question—and 
there they stopped, 1t appeared as 1f social relations are con- 
sciously established by men But this conclusion, fully ex- 
pressed in the idea of the Contrat social”? (traces of which 
are very noticeable in all systems of utopian socialism), 
was 1n complete contradiction to all historical observations 
It never has been the case, nor 18 1t so now, that the mem- 
bers of society conceive the sum-total of the social relations 
in which they hve as something definite, integral, pervaded 
by some principle, on the contrary, the mass of people adapt 
themselves to these relations unconsciously, and have so 
httle conception of them as specific historical social relations 
that, for instance, an explanation of the exchange relations 
under which people have lived for centuries was found only 
in very recent times Materialism removed this contradic- 
tion by carrying the analysis deeper, to the origin of man’s 
Social ideas themselves, and its conclusion that the course 
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of ideas depends on the course of things 1s the only one com- 
patible with scientific psychology Further, and from yet 
another aspect, this hypothesis was the first to elevate soci- 
ology to the level of a science Hitherto, sociologists had 
found it difficult to distinguish the important and the un- 
important 1n the complex network of social phenomena (that 
18 the root of subjectivism 1n sociology) and had been unable 
to discover any objective criterion tor such a demarcation 
Matenalism provided an absolutely objective criterion by 
singling out “production relations” as the structure of society, 
and by making it possible to apply to these relations that 
general scientific criterion of recurrence whose applicability 
to sociology the subjectivists denied So long as they confined 
themselves to ideological social relations (1 e , such as, be- 
tore taking shape, pass through man’s consciousness*) 
they could not observe recurrence and regularity 1n the social 
phenomena of the various countries, and their science was 
at best only a description of these phenomena, a collection 
of raw material The analysis of material social relations 
(1e, of those that take shape without passing through 
man's consciousness when exchanging products men enter 
into production relations without even realising that there 
1s a,social relation of production here)—the analysis of 
material social relations at once made ıt possible to observe 
recurrence and regularity and to generalise the systems of 
the various countries 1n the single fundamental concept 
social formation It was this generalisation alone that 
made it possible to proceed from the description of social 
phenomena (and their evaluation trom the standpoint of 
an ideal) to their strictly scientific analysis, which isolates, 
let us say by way of example, that which distinguishes one 
capitalist country from another and investigates that which 
is common to all of them 

Thirdly, and finally, another reason why this hypothesis 
for the first time made a scientific sociology possible was that 
only the reduction of social relations to production relations 
and of the latter to the level of the productive forces, provid- 
ed a firm basis for the conception that the development of 


* We are, of course referring all the time to the consciousness of 
social relations and no others 
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formations of society 1s a process of natural history And ıt 
goes without saying that without such a view there can be 
no social science (The subjectivists, for instance, although 
they admitted that historical phenomena conform to law, 
were incapable of regarding their evolution as a process of 
natural history, precisely because they came to a halt before 
man’s social ideas and aims and were unable to reduce 
them to material social relations ) 

Then, however, Marx, who had expressed this hypothesis 
in the forties, set out to study the factual (nota bene) ma- 
terial He took one of the social-economic formations— 
the system of commodity production—and on the basis of 
a vast mass of data (which he studied for not less than twenty- 
five years) gave a most detailed analysis of the laws govern- 
ing the functioning of this formation and its development 
This analysis 1s confined exclusively to production relations 
between members ot society without ever resorting to fea- 
tures outside the sphere of these production relations for an 
explanation, Marx makes 1t possible to discern how the com- 
modity organisation of social economy develops, how it be- 
comes transformed into capitalist organisation, creating 
antagonistic classes (antagonistic within the bounds of pro- 
duction relations), the bourgeoisie and the proletariat, how 
it develops the productivity of social labour, and thereby 
introduces an element that becomes irreconcilably contra- 
dictory to the foundations of this capitalist organisation itselt 

Such 1s the skeleton of Capital The whole point, however, 
is that Marx did not content himself with this skeleton, 
that he did not confine himself to “economic theory” 1n the 
ordinary sense of the term that, while explaining the struc- 
ture and development of the given formation ol society 
excluswely through production relations, he nevertheless 
everywhere and incessantly scrutinised the superstructure 
corresponding to these production relations and clothed the 
skeleton 1n flesh and blood The reason Capital has enjoyed 
such tremendous success 1s that this book by a “German econ- 
omist" showed the whole capitalist social formation to the 
reader as a living thing—with its everyday aspects, with the 
actual social manifestation of the class antagonism inherent 
in production relations, with the bourgeois political super- 
structure that protects the rule of the capitalist class, with 
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the bourgeois 1deas of liberty, ann and so forth, with the 
bourgeois family relationships It will now be clear that the 
comparison with Darwin 1s perfectly accurate Capital 1s 
nothing but “certain closely interconnected generalising 1deas 
crowning a veritable Mont Blanc of factual material ” And 
if anybody has read Capital and contrived not to notice these 
generalising ideas, ıt 18 not the fault of Marx, who, as we have 
seen, pointed to these 1deas even 1n the preface And that 1s 
not all, such a comparison 18 correct not only from the exter- 
nal aspect (which for some unknown reason particularly 
interests Mr Miükhailovsky), but also from the internal 
aspect Just as Darwin put an end to the view of animal 
and plant species being unconnected, fortuitous, "created 
by God" and immutable, and was the first to put biology on 
an absolutely scientific basis by establishing the mutability 
and the succession of species, so Marx put an end to the v1ew 
of society being a mechanical aggregation of individuals 
which allows of all sorts of modification at the will of the 
authorities (or, if you like, at the will of society and the 
government) and which emerges and changes casually, and 
was the first to put sociology on a scientific basis by estab- 
hshing the concept of the economic formation of society as 
the sum-total of given production relations, by establishing 
the fact that the development of such formations is a process 
of natural history 

Now—since the appearance of Capital—the materialist 
conception of history 1s no longer a hypothesis, but a scientif- 
ically proven proposition And until we get some other 
attempt to give a scientific explanation of the functioning 
and development of some formation of society—formation 
of society, mind you, and not the way of life of some country 
or people, or even class, etc —another attempt just as capable 
of introducing order into the “pertinent facts" as materialism 
15, that is just as capable of presenting a living picture of a 
defimte formation, while giving it a strictly scientific expla- 
nation—until then the materialist conception of history 
will be a synonym for social science Materialism is not 
“primanly a scientific conception of history,” as Mr 
Mikhailovsky thinks, but the only scientific conception of 1t. 

And now, can you imagine anything funnier than the fact 
that there are people who have read Capital without dis- 
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covering any materialism there! Where 1s 1t?—asks Mr, 
Mikhailovsky in sincere perplexity 

He has read the Communist Manifesto and failed to notice 
that the explanation it gives of modern systems—legal, 
political, family, religious and philosophical—is a materi- 
alist one, and that even the criticism of the socialist and 
communist theories seeks and finds their roots 1n such and 
such production relations 

He has read The Poverty of Philosophy and failed to notice 
that its analysis of Proudhon's sociology 1s made from the 
materialist standpoint, that the criticism of the solution 
propounded by Proudhon for the most diverse historical 
problems 1s based on the principles of materialism, and that 
the author's own indications as to where the data for the 
solution of these problems are to be sought all amount to 
references to production relations 

He has read Capital and failed to notice that he had before 
him a model of scientific, materialist analysis of one—the 
most complex—formation of society, a model recognised 
by all and surpassed by none And here he sits and exercises 
his mighty brain over the profound problem “In which of 
his works did Marx expound his materialist conception of 
history?” 

Anybody acquainted with Marx would answer this ques- 
tion by another 1n which of his works did Marx not expound 
his materialist conception of history? But Mr Mikhailovsky 
will probably learn of Marx’s materialist investigations only 
when they are classified and properly indexed ın some so- 
phistical work on history by some Kareyev under the heading 
“Economic Materialism ” 

But the funniest of all 1s that Mr Mikhailovsky accuses 
Marx of not having “reviewed (sic!) all the known theories 
of the historical process " This 13 amusing indeed Of what 
did nine-tenths of these theories consist? Of purely a priori, 
dogmatic, abstract discourses on what 1s society, what 18 
progress? and the like (I purposely take examples which 
are dear to the heart and mind of Mr Mikhailovsky ) But, 
then, such theories are useless because of the very fact that 
they exist, they are useless because of their basic methods, 
because of their solid unrelieved metaphysics For, to begin 
by asking what ıs society and what ıs progress, 15 to begin 
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at the end Where will you get a conception of society and 
progress 1n general if you have not studied a single social 
formation ın particular, 1f you have not even been able to 
establish this conception, 1f you have not even been able 
to approach a serious factual investigation, an objective 
analysis of social relations of any kind? This 1s a most obvious 
symptom of metaphysics, with which every science began 
as long as people did not know how to set about studying 
the facts, they always invented a priori general theories, 
which were always sterile The metaphysician-chemist, 
still unable to make a factual investigation of chemical 
processes, concocts a theory about chemical aifimty as a 
force The metaphysician-biologist talks about the nature of 
hfe and the vital force The metaphysician-psychologist 
argues about the nature of the soul Here 1t 1s the method 
itself that 1s absurd You cannot argue about the soul with- 
out having explained psychical processes in particular 
here progress must consist precisely 1n abandoning general 
theories and philosophical discourses about the nature of 
the soul, and 1n being able to put the study of the facts 
about particular psychical processes on a scientific footing 
Therefore, Mr Mikhailovsky's accusation is exactly similar 
to that of a metaphysician-psychologist, who has spent all 
his life wntng “investagations” into the nature of the soul 
(without knowing exactly how to explain a single psychical 
phenomenon, even thesimplest), and then starts accusing 
8 Scientific psychologist of not having reviewed all the known 
theones of the soul He, the scientific psychologist, has 
discarded philosophical theories of the soul and set about 
making a direct study of the material substratum of psychical 
phenomena—the nervous processes—and has produced, let 
us say, an analysis and explanation of some one or more psy- 
chological processes And our metaphysician-psychologist 
reads this work and praises ıt the description of the proc- 
esses and the study of the facts, he says, are good, but he 1s 
not satisfied "Pardon me," he exclaims excitedly, hearing 
people around him speak of the absolutely new conception 
of psychology produced by this scientist, of his special meth- 
od of scientific psychology "Pardon me,” the philosopher 
cries heatedly, “m what work ıs this method expounded? 
Why, this work contains ‘nothing but facts ' There 1s no trace 
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in it of a review of ‘all the known philosophical theories 
of the soul ’ It 1s not the appropriate work at alll” 

In the same way, of course, neither 1s Capital the appro- 
priate work for a metaphysician-sociologist who does not 
realise the sterility of a prior arguments about the nature of 
society and does not understand that such methods, instead 
of contributing to a study and elucidation of the problem, 
only serve to insinuate into the concept “society” either the 
bourgeois ideas of the British shopkeeper or the petty- 
bourgeois socialist ideals ot the Russian democrat—and noth- 
ing more That 1s why all these theones of the philosophy 
of history arose and burst like soap-bubbles, being at best 
a symptom of the social ideas and relations of their time, 
and not advancing one hair's breadth man's understanding 
of even a few, but real, social relations (and not such as 
“harmonise with human nature”) The gigantic step forward 
taken by Marx in this respect consisted precisely in that 
he discarded all these arguments about society and progress 
in general and produced a scientific analysis of one society 
and of one progress—capitalist And Mr Mikhailovsky 
blames him for beginning at the beginning and not at 
the end, for having begun with an analysis of the facts and 
not with final conclusions, with a study of particular, histor- 
ically-determined social relations and not with general 
theories about what these social relations consist of 1n gener- 
all And he asks “Where 1s the appropriate work?" O, most 
wise subjective sociologist!! 

If our subjective philosopher had confined himself to mere 
perplexity as to where, 1n which work, materialism 1s sub- 
stantiated, 1t would not have been so bad But, despite the fact, 
that he did not find even an exposition, let alone a substan- 
tiation, of the materialist conception of history anywhere 
(and maybe just because he did not), he begins to ascribe 
to this doctrine claims which 1t has never made He quotes 
a passage from Blos to the effect that Marx proclaimed an 
entirely new conception of history, and without further ado 
goes on to declare that this theory claims to have “explained 
to mankind its past,” to have explained “the whole (sicl!?) 
past of mankind,” and soon But this is utterly false! The the- 
ory only claims to explain the capitalist social organisation, 
and no other If the application of materialism to the analysis 


146 V I LENIN 


and explanation of one social formation yielded such brillant 
results, 1t 18 quite natural that materialism 1n history already 
ceases to be a mere hypothesis and becomes a scientifically 
tested theory, 1t 18 quite natural that the necessity for such 
a method extends to other social formations, even though 
they have not been subjected to special factual investiga- 
tion and detailed analysis— Just as the idea of transformism, 
which has been proved 1n relation to quite a large number of 
facts, 1s extended to the whole realm of biology, even though 
it has not yet been possible to establish with precision the 
fact of their transformation for certain species of animals 
and plants And just as transformism does not at all claim 
to explain the “whole” history of the formation of species, 
but only to place the methods of this explanation on a scien- 
tific basis, so materialism in history has never claimed to 
explain everything, but merely to indicate the “only scien- 
tific,” to use Marx's expression (Capital), method of explain- 
ing history ** One may therefore judge how ingenious, 
earnest and seemly are the methods of controversy employed 
by Mr Mikhailovsky when he first misrepresents Marx by 
ascribing to materialism in history the absurd claims of 
"explaining everything," of finding "the key to all historical 
locks" (claams which were, of course, refuted by Marx ım- 
mediately and in very biting style ın his "Letter"** on Mikhai- 
lovsky's articles), then pulls faces at these claims of his own 
invention, and, finally, accurately citing Engels’ 1deas—accu- 
rately because 1n this case a quotation and not a paraphrase 
1s given—to the effect that political economy as understood 
by the materialists “has still to be brought into being” and 
that “such economic science as we possess up to the present 1s 
limited almost exclusively to” the history of capitalist so- 
ciety **—draws the conclusion that “these words greatly 
narrow the field of operation of economic materialism”! 
What infinite naiveté, or what infinite conceit a man must 
have to count on such tricks passing unnoticed! First he mis- 
represents Marx, then pulls faces at his own pack of hes, then 
accurately cites precise 1deas—and now has the insolence to 
declare that they narrow the field of operation of economic 
materialism! 

The kind and quality of Mr Mikhailovsky's twisting may 
be seen from the following example “Marx nowhere substan- 
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tiates them”—1 e , the foundations of the theory of economic 
materiahsm—says Mr Mikhailovsky "True, Marx and Engels 
thought of writing a work dealing with the history of philos- 
ophy and the philosophy of history, and even did write one 
(in 1845-1846), but it was never published ** Engels says 
‘The finished portion [of this work] consists of an exposition 
of the matenahst conception of history which proves only 
how incomplete our knowledge of economic history still 
was at that time ' Thus," concludes Mr Mikhailovsky, “the 
fundamental points of ‘scientific socialism’ and of the theory 
of economic materialism were discovered, and were then 
expounded in the Manifesto, at a time when, as one of the 
authors himself admits, they were poorly equipped with the 
knowledge needed for such a work ” 

A charming way of criticising, 18 1t not? Engels says that 
their knowledge of economic "history" was poor and that 
for this reason they did not publish their work of a "gene.al" 
character on the history of philosophy Mr Miükhailovsky 
garbles this to make 1t mean that their knowledge was poor 
"for such a work" as the elaboration of "the fundamental 
points of scientific socialism,” that 1s, of a scientific eriti- 
cism of the “bourgeois” system, already given ın the Mani- 
festo One of two things either Mr Mikhailovsky cannot 
grasp the difference between an attempt to embrace the whole 
philosophy of history, and an attempt to explain the bour- 
geois regime scientifically, or he imagines that Marx and 
Engels possessed insufficient knowledge for a criticism of 
political economy In that case, 1t 1s very cruel of him not 
to acquaint us with his views on this insufficiency, and with 
his amendments and additions The decision by Marx and 
Engels not to publish their work on the history of philosophy 
and to concentrate all their efforts on a scientific analysis 
of one social organisation 1s only indicative of a very high 
degree of scientific conscientiousness Mr Mikhailovsky's de- 
cision to twist this by the little addition that Marx and Engels 
expounded their views while themselves confessing that 
their knowledge was inadequate to elaborate them, 1s only 
indicative of methods of controversy which testify neither 
to intellect nor to a sense of decency 

Hera 1s another sample “More was done by Marx’s alter 
ego, Engels, to substantiate economic materialism as a theory 
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of history,” says Mr Mikhailovsky "He wrote a special his- 
torical work, The Origin of the Family, Prwate Property and 
the State ın the Light of (am Anschluss) the Researches of 
Morgan This ‘Anschluss’ 15 truly noteworthy The book of the 
American Morgan appeared many years after Marx and En- 
gels had announced the principles of economic materialism 
and entirely independently of ıt” And then, says Mikhai- 
lovsky, "the economic materiahsts associated themselves" 
with this book, moreover, since there was no class struggle 
in prehistoric times, they introduced an “amendment” to 
the formula of the materialist conception of history indicat- 
ang that, in addition to the production of material values, 
a determining factor ıs the production of man himself,ie, 
procreation, which played a primary role in the primitive 
era, when the productivity of labour was still very unde- 
veloped 

Engels says that “Morgan’s great merit lies in having 
found 1n the groups based on ties of sex of the North American 
Indians the key to the most important, hitherto insoluble, 
riddles of the earliest Greek, Roman and German history "'* 

“And so,” quoth Mr Mukhailovsky in this connection, 
“at the end of the forties an absolutely new, materialist 
and truly scientific conception of history was discovered 
and proclaimed, and it did for historical science what 
Darwin’s theory did for modern natural science” But this 
conception—Mr Mikhailovsky once more repeats—was 
never scientifically substantiated “Not only was 1t never 
tested ın a large and varied field of factual material” (Cap- 
ital 1s “not the appropriate" work it contains only facts and 
painstaking investigations!), “but was not even sufficiently 
motivated by at least a criticism and exclusion of other sys- 
tems of the philosophy of history " Engels’ book—Herrn 
E Dührings Umwalzung der Whissenschaft* — represents 
“only witty attempts made 1n passing," and Mr Mikhailovsky 
therefore considers ıt possible to ignore completely the 
mass of essential questions dealt with 1n that work, despite 
the fact that these “witty attempts” very wittily show the 
emptiness of sociologies which “start with utopias,” and 
despite the fact that this work contains a detailed criticism 


* Herr Eugen Dühring's Revolution in Science (Anti-Dühring) —Ed 
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of the “force theory,” which asserts that political and legal 
systems determine economic systems and 1s so zealously pro- 
fessed by the gentlemen who write 1n. Russkoye Bogatstvo 
Of course, 1t 18 much easier, 18 1t not, to utter a few meaning- 
less phrases about a work than to make a serious examination 
of even one of the problems matenahstically solved ın ıt 
And it 1s also safe, for the censor will probably never pass 
a translation of that book, and Mr Mikhailovsky may, with- 
out fear for his subjective philosophy, call 1t a witty book 

Even more characteristic and edifying (as an illustration 
to the saying that man was given a tongue to conceal hus 
thoughts—or to lend vacuity the form of thought) are his 
comments on Marx's Capital "There are brilliant pages of 
history ın Capital, but" (that wonderful "but"! It 1s not so 
much a “but,” as that famous “mais,” which translated into 
Russian means "the ears never grow higher than the fore- 
head") “by virtue of the very purpose of the book they are 
devoted to only one definite historical period, and not so 
much affirm the basic propositions of economic materialism 
as simply touch on the economic aspect of a certain group 
of historical phenomena” In other words, Capital—which 
18 devoted solely to a study of capitalist society—gives a 
materialist analysis of that society and its superstructures, 
“but”? Mr Mikhailovsky prefers to pass over this analysis 
It deals, don’t you see, with only “one” period, whereas he, 
Mr Mikhailovsky, wants to embrace all periods, and to em- 
brace them 1n such a way as not to speak of any one of them 
in particular Of course, there 1s only one way to achieve 
this aam—1e , to embrace all periods without practically 
dealing with any one of them, and that 1s by uttering 
commonplaces and phrases, “brilliant” and empty And no- 
body can compare with Mr Mikhailovsky ın the art of dis- 
missing matters with phrases It seems that 1t 1s not worth 
deahng (separately) with Marx's investigations because 
he, Marx, "not so much affirms the basic propositions 
of economic materialism as simply touches on the econom- 
ic aspect of a certain group of historical phenomena " 
What profundity! “Does not affirm,” but “simply touches 
on" How simple it really ıs to obscure any issue 
by phrase-mongering! For instance, when Marx repeatedly 
shows how civil equality, free contract and similar princi 
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ples of the law-governed state are based on relations among 
commodity producers—what 1s that? Does he thereby affirm 
materialism, or “simply” touch on it? With his characteristic 
modesty, our philosopher refrains from replying on the 
substance of the matter and directly draws conclusions from 
his “witty attempts” to talk brilliantly and say nothing 

“No wonder,” the conclusion runs, “that forty years after 
the announcement of the theory which claimed to elucidate 
world history, ancient Greek, Roman and German history 
were still unsolved mddles for ıt, and the key to these 
riddles was provided, firstly, by a man who had absolutely 
no connection with the theory of economic materialism and 
knew nothing about it, and, secondly, with the help of a 
factor which was not economic A rather amusing impression 
1s produced by the term ‘production of man himself,' 1e, 
procreation, which Engels seizes upon 1n order to preserve 
at least a verbal connection with the basic formula of eco- 
nomic materialism He was, however, obliged to admit that 
for many ages the life of mankind did not proceed in 
accordance with this formula” Your method of contro- 
versy ıs indeed a "wonder," Mr Mikhailovsky The theory 
was that 1n order to "elucidate" history one must seek the 
foundations not 1n ideological, but 1n material social rela- 
tions Lack of factual material made ıt impossible to apply 
this method to an analysis of certain very important phe- 
nomena in ancient European history—for instance, that of 
gentile organisation"— which ın consequence remained 
a riddle * But then, the wealth of material collected by Mor- 
gan in America enabled him to analyse the nature of gen- 
tale orgamisation, and he came to the conclusion that its ex- 
planation must be sought not ın ideological (e g , legal or 
religious), but in material relations Obviously, this fact 
1s a brilliant confirmation of the matenahst method, and 
nothing more, And when Mr, Mikhailovsky flings the re- 


* Here, too, Mr Mikhailovsky does not miss an opportunity of 
palling faces what, says he, do you mean—a scientific conception of 
story yet ancient history remains a riddle! Mr Mikhailovsky, take 
any textbook and you will find that the problem of gentile organi- 
sation ıs one of the most difficult, and has evoked a host of theories 
in explanation of it 


WHAT THE FRIENDS OF THE PEOPLE ARE 151 


proach at this doctrine that, firstly, the key to very difficult 
historical mddles was found by a man “who had absolutely 
no connection" with the theory of economic materialism, 
one can only wonder at the degree to which people can fail 
to distinguish what speaks in their favour from what se- 
verely trounces them Secondly—argues our philosopher— 
procreation 18 not an economic factor But where have you 
reac in the works of Marx or Engels that they necessarily 
spoke of economic materialism? When they described their 
world outlook they called it simply materialism Their 
basic idea (quite definitely expressed, for instance, in the 
passage from Marx quoted above) was that social relations 
are divided into material and ideological The latter merely 
constitute a superstructure on the former, which take shape 
independent of the will and consciousness of man as (the 
result) the form of man’s activity to maintain his existence 
The explanation of political and legal forms—Marx says 1n 
the passage quoted—must be sought 1n "the material condi- 
tions of life" Mr Mikhailovsky surely does not think that 
procreation relations are ideological? The explanation given 
by Mr Mikhailovsky 1n this connection 1s so characteristic 
that 1t deserves to be dwelt on “However much we exercise 
our ingenuity on the question of *procreation,'"" says he, 
"and endeavour to establish at least a verbal connection be- 
tween 1t and economic materialism, however much 1t may 
be interwoven in the complex web of phenomena of social 
hfe with other, including economic, phenomena, it has its 
own physiological and psychical roots" (Are you telling 
babes and sucklings, Mr Mikhailovsky, that procreation 
has physiological roots!? Who do you think you are fooling?) 
"And this reminds us that the theoreticians of economic 
materialism failed to settle accounts not only with history, 
but also with psychology There can be no doubt that gentile 
ties have lost their significance in the history of civilised 
countries, but this can hardly be said with the same assur- 
ance of directly sexual and family ties They have, of 
course, undergone considerable modification under the pres- 
sure of the increasing complexity of lıfe ın general, but with 
a certain amount of dialectical dexterity 1t might be shown 
that not only legal, but also economic relations themselves 
constitute a ‘superstructure’ on sexual and family relations, 
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We shall not dwell on this, but nevertheless would at least 
point to the institution of inheritance ” 

At last our philosopher has been lucky enough to leave 
the sphere of empty phrase-mongering* and approach facts, 
definite facts, which can be verified and make 1t less easy to 
“fool” people about the essence of the matter Let us then 
see how our critic. of Marx shows that the institution of 
inheritance is a superstructure on sexual and family 
relations "What 1s transmitted by inheritance," argues Mr 
Mikhailovsky, “ıs the products of economic production" 
("the products of economic production"! How literate! How 
sonorous! What elegant language!) "and the very institu- 
tion of 1nhentance 1s to a certain degree determined by 
the fact of economic competition But, firstly, non-mate- 
rial values are also transmitted by 1nheritance— as expressed 
in the concern to bring up children 1n the spirit of their 
fathers " So the upbringing of children 1s part of the insti- 
tution of 1nhentance! The Russian Civil Code, for exam- 
ple, contains a clause saying that "parents must, endeavour 
by home upbringing to train their" (16, their children’s) 
“morals and to further the aims of government " Is this what 
our philosopher calls the institution of 1nheritance?— "and, 
secondly, even confining ourselves solely to the economic 
sphere, if the institution of inheritance 18 inconceivable with- 
out the products of production transmitted by inheritance, 
it 18 Just as unthinkable without the products of ‘procreation,’ 
without them and without that complex and intense psy- 
chology which directly adheres to them ” (Do pay attention 
to the language a complex psychology “adheres to” the 
products of procreation! That 1s really exquisite!) And so, 
the institution of inheritance 1s a superstructure on family 
and sexual relations, because inheritance 1s inconceivable 
without procreation! Why, this 1s a veritable discovery of 
America! Until now everybody believed that procreation 
can explain the institution of inheritance just as little as 
the necessity for taking food can explain the institution of 


* By what other name, indeed, can one call the device by which 
the materialists are accused of not having settled accounts with 
History without however, an attempt being made to examine a single 
one of the numerous materialist explanations of various historical 
problems given by the materialists?—or by which the statement 
is made that we could prove it but we shall not bother about it? 
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property Until now everybody thought that 1f, for instance, 
in the era when the fief system'* floumshed in Russia, 
the land was not transmissible by inheritance (because ıt 
was regarded as conditional property only), the explanation 
was to be sought 1n the peculiarities of the social organisation 
of the time Mr Mikhailovsky presumably thinks that the 
explanation of the matter is simply that the psychol- 
ogy which adhered to the products of procreation of the fief- 
holder of that time was distinguished by insuíficient com- 
plexity 

Scratch the "friend of the people"—we may say, paraphras- 
ing the famihar saying—and you will find a bourgeois 
Really, what other meaning can attach to Mr Mikhailov- 
sky’s reflections on the connection between the institution 
of 1nheritance and the upbringing of children, the psychology 
of procreation, and so on, except that the institution of 
inhentance is just as eternal, essential and sacred as the 
upbringing of children? True, Mr Mikhailovsky tned to 
leave himself a loophole by declaring that "the institution 
of inheritance 1s to a certain degree determined by the fact 
of economic competition,” but that 1s nothing but an attempt 
to avoid giving a definite answer to the question, and a fu- 
tile attempt at that How can we give this statement our 
consideration when we are not told a single word as to ex- 
actly what “certain degree” inheritance depends on competi- 
tion, and when absolutely no explanation 1s given on what 
in fact gives mse to this connection between competition 
and the institution of inheritance? Actually, the institution 
of inheritance presumes the existence of private property, 
and the latter arses only with the appearance of exchange 
Its basis 1s ın the already incipient specialisation of social 
labour and the alienation of products on the market So 
long, for instance, as all the members of the primitive Amer- 
1can Indian community produced ın common all the articles 
they required, private property was impossible But when 
division of labour invaded the community and its members 
proceeded, individually, to engage in the production of 
some one article and to sell 1t on the market, this material 
isolation of the commodity producers found expression in 
the institution of private property Both private property 
and inheritance are categories of a social order ın which 
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separate, small (monogamous) famihes have already been 
formed and exchange has begun to develop Mr Makhailov- 
sky's example proves exactly the opposite of what he wanted 
lo prove 

Mr Mikhailovsky gives another factual reference—and 
this too 1s a gem ın its way! "As regards gentile ties,” he 
Says, continuing to put materialism right, “they paled in 
the history of civilised peoples partly, 1t 18 true, under the 
tays of the influence of the forms of production” (another 
subterfuge, only more obvious still Exactly what forms 
of production? An empty phrase!), “but partly they became 
dissolved 1n their own continuation and generalisation—in 
national ties ” And so, national ties are a continuation and 
generalisation of gentile ties! Mr Mikhailovsky, evidently, 
borrows his ideas on the history of society from the tales 
taught to school children The history of society—this 
copybook maxim runs—is that first there was the family, 
that nucleus of every society,* then—we are told—the family 
grew into the tribe, and the tribe grew into the state If 
Mr Mikhailovsky with a solemn air repeats this childish 
nonsense, ıt merely shows—apart from everything else— 
that he has not the slightest notion of the course taken even 
by Russian history While one might speak of gentile life in 
ancient Rus, there can be no doubt that by the Middle Ages, 
the era of the Moscovite tsars, these gentile ties no longer 
existed, that 1s to say, the state was based on associations 
that were not gentile at all, but local the landlords and the 
monasteries acquired peasants from various localities, and 
the communities thus formed were purely territorial asso- 
ciations But one could hardly speak of national ties in the 
true sense of the term at that time the state split into sep- 
arate “lands,” sometimes even principalities, which pre- 
served strong traces of the former autonomy, peculiarities 
of administration, at times their own troops (the local bo- 
yars went to war at the head of their own companies), their 
own tariff frontiers, and so forth Only the modern period of 


* This is a purely bourgeois idea separate, small families came 
to pe edominate only under the bourgeois regime, they were en- 
ely non-existent 1n prehistoric times Nothing is more characteris- 


tic of the bourgeois than the a pplication of the features of the modern 
system to all times and peoples 
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Russian history (approximately from the seventeenth cen- 
tury) ıs characterised by the actual amalgamation of all 
such regions, lands and principalities into one whole This 
amalgamation, most esteemed Mr Mikhailovsky, was 
brought about not by gentile ties, nor even by their continua- 
tion and generalisation 1t was brought about by the 1ncreas- 
ing exchange among regions, the gradually growing cir- 
culation of commodities, and the concentration of the small 
local markets into a single, all-Russian market Since the 
leaders and masters of this process were the merchant capi- 
talists, the creation of these national ties was nothing else 
than the creation of bourgeois ties By both his factual 
references Mr Mikhailovsky has only belaboured himself 
and given us nothing but examples of bourgeois banality, 
“banality,” because he explained the institution of inheri- 
tance by procreation and its psychology, and nationality 
by gentile ties, “bourgeois,” because he took the categories 
and superstructures of one historically definite social forma- 
tion (that based on exchange) for categories as general and 
eternal as the upbringing of children and “directly” sexual 
ties 

What 18 highly characteristic here 1s that as soon as our 
subjective philosopher tried to pass from phrases to concrete 
facts he got himself into a mess And apparently he feels 
very much at ease 1n this not over-clean position there he 
sits, preening himself and splashing filth all around him 
He wants, for instance, to refute the thesis that history 18 
a succession of episodes of the class struggle, and so, declar- 
ing with an air of profundity that this 1s “extreme,” he says 
"The International Working Men's Association, *° formed 
by Marx and organised for the purposes of the class struggle, 
did not prevent the French and German workers from cutting 
each other's throats and despoiling each other"—something, 
he avers, which proves that materialism has not settled 
accounts “with the demon of national vamty and national 
hatred ” Such an assertion reveals the critic’s utter failure 
to understand that the very real interests of the commercial 
and industrial bourgeoisie constitute the principal basis of 
this hatred, and that totalk of national sentiment as an 1n- 
dependent factor 1s only to obscure the essence of the mat- 
ter Incidentally, we have already seen what a profound 1dea 
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of nationality our philosopher has Mr Mikhailovsky cannot 
refer to the International except with the irony of a Bure- 
nin “Marx was the head of the International Working 
Men's Association, which, it 1s true, has fallen to pieces, 
but 1s due to be resurrected ” Of course, 1f the nec plus ultra 
of international solidarity 1s to be seen 1n a system of “fair” 
exchange, on whicn the chronicler of home affairs expatiates 
with phihstine banality in No 2 of Russkoye Bogatstvo, and 
if 1t 1s not understood that exchange, fair or unfair, always 
presupposes and includes the rule of the bourgeoisie, and that 
the cessation of international clashes 1s impossible unless the 
economic organisation based on exchange 1s destroyed, then 
1t 18 understandable that there should be nothing but sneers 
for the International Then one can understand that Mr 

Mikhailovsky cannot grasp the simple truth that there 1s no 
other way of combating national hatred than by orgamsing 
and uniting the oppressed class for a struggle against the 
oppressor class 1n each separate country, than by uniting 
such national working-class organisations into a single in- 
ternational working-class army to fight international capital 

As to the statement that the International did not prevent 
the workers from cutting each other's throats, 1t 1s enough to 
remind Mr Mikhailovsky of the events of the Commune, 
which showed the true attitude of the organised proletariat 
to the ruling classes engaged 1n war 

What 1s particularly disgusting 1n all this polemic of Mr 

Mikhailovsky's ıs the methods he employs [f he 1s dissatis- 
fied with the tactics of the International, 1f he does not share 
the 1deas 1n the name of which the European workers are 
organising, let him at least criticise them bluntly and openly, 
and expound his idea of what would be more expedient tac- 
tics and more correct views As it 1s, no definite and clear 
objections are made, and all we get ıs senseless jibes scat- 
tered here and there among a welter of phrase-mongering 

What can one call this but filth, especially if we bear in 
mind that defence of the ideas and tactics of the Internation- 
al is not legally allowed 1n Russia? Such too are the methods 
Mr Mikhailovsky employs when he argues against the Rus- 
sian Marxists without taking the trouble to formulate any 
of their theses conscientiously and accurately, so as to sub- 
ject them to direct and definite criticism, he prefers to fasten 
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on fragments of Marxist arguments he happens to have heard 
and to garble them Judge for yourselves “Marx was too 
intelligent and too learned to think that ıt was he who dıs- 
covered the 1dea of the historical necessity and conformity 
to law of social phenomena The lower rungs” (of the Marx- 
ist ladder)* "do not know this" (that “the idea of historical 
necessity 18 not something new, invented or discovered by 
Marx, but a long established truth”), “or, at least, they have 
only a vague idea of the centuries of intellectual effort and 
energy spent on the establishment of this truth ” 

Ot course, statements of this kind may very well make 
an impression on people who hear of Marxism for the first 
time, and ın their case the aim of the critic may be easily 
achieved, namely, to garble, scoff and “conquer” (the word 
used, 1t 1s said, about Mr Mikhailovsky's articles by contrib- 
utors to Russhoye Bogatstvo) Anybody who has any knowl- 
edge at all of Marx will immediately perceive the utter 
falsity and sham of such methods One may not agree with 
Marx, but one cannot deny that he formulated with the ut- 
most precision those of his views which constitute “something 
new" 1n relation,to the earlier socialists The something new 
consisted 1n the fact that the earlier socialists thought that 
to substantiate then views ıt was enough to show the op- 
pression of the masses under the existing regime, to show 
the superiority of a system under which every man would 
receive what he himself had produced, to show that this 
ideal system harmonised with “human nature,” with the con- 
ception of a rational and moral life, and so forth Marx found 
1t impossible to content himself with such a socialism He 
did not confine himself to describing the existing system, to 
judging ıt and condemning ıt, he gave a scientific explana- 
tion of it, reducing that existing system, which differs in 


* Regarding this meaningless term it should be stated that Mr 
Mikhailovsky gives a special place to Marx (who is too intelligent 
and too leaked for our critic to be able to criticise any of his pro- 
positions directly and openly), after whom he places Engels ( not 
Such a creative mind ), next—more or less independent men like 
Kautsky—and then the other Marxists Well, can such a classification 
have any serious value? If the critic ts dissatisfied with the popular 
isers of Marx what prevents hun from correcting them on the basis 
of Marx? He does nothing of the kind He evidently meant to be 
witty —but his wit fell flat 
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the different European and non-European countries, to a 
common basis—the capitalist. social tormation, the laws 
of the functioning and development of which he subjected to 
an objective analysis (he showed the necessity of exploita- 
tion under that system) In just the same way he did not find 
it possible to content himself with asserting that only the 
socialist system harmomses with human nature, as was 
claimed by the great utopian socialists and by their wretched 
imitators, the subjective sociologists By this same objective 
analysis of the capitalist system, he proved the necessity of 1ts 
transformation into the socialist system (Exactly how he 
proved this and how Mr Mikhailovsky objected to it 1s 
something we shall have to refer to again ) That 1s the source 
of those references to necessity which are frequently to be 
met with among Marxists The distortion which Mr Mikhai- 
lovsky introduced into the question 1s obvious he omitted 
the whole factual content ot the theory, 1ts whole essence, 
and presented the matter as though the whole theory amounts 
to the one word "necessity" (*one cannot refer to this alone 
in complex practical affairs"), as though the proof oí the 
theory 1s that this 1s what historical necessity demands In 
other words, saying nothing about the content of the doc- 
trine, he seized only on its label, and again started to pull 
faces at that which was “simply the worn-out coin,” he had 
worked so hard to transform into Marx’s teaching We shall 
not, of course, try to follow up his clowning, because we are 
already sufficiently acquainted with that sort of thing Let 
him cut capers for the amusement and satisfaction of Mr Bure- 
nin (who not without good reason patted Mr Mikhailovsky 
on the back in Novoye Vremya), let him, after paying his 
respects to Marx, yelp at him from round the corner "his 
controversy with the utopians and idealists 1s one-sided as 
it 15," 1 e , as it 1s without the Marxists repeating its argu- 
ments We cannot call such sallies anything else but yelp- 
ing, because he does not adduce one single factual, definite 
and verifiable objection to this polemic, so that howev- 
er willing we might be to discuss the subject, since we 
consider this controversy extremely important for the set- 
tlement of Russian socialist problems—we simply cannot 


reply to the yelping, and can only shrug our shoulders and 
bay 
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Mighty must the pug-dog be, if at the elephant barketh 
/ 48 


Not without interest ıs the next thing Mr Mikhailovsky 
has to say about historical necessity, because ıt reveals, 
if only partly, the real ideological stock-in-trade of “our 
well-known sociologist” (the title enjoyed by Mr Mikhai- 
lovsky, equally with Mr V V , among the liberal members 
of our “cultured society”) He speaks of “the conflict be- 
tween the idea of historical necessity and the significance of 
individual activity” socially active figures err 1n regarding 
themselves as active, when as a matter of fact they are 
“activated,” “marionettes, mampulated from a mysterious 
underground by the immanent laws of historical necessity"— 
such, he claims, 1s the conclusion to be drawn from this 1dea, 
which he therefore characterises as "sterile" and “diffuse " 
Probably not every reader knows where Mr Maükhailovsky 
got all this nonsense about marionettes and the like The 
point 1s that this 1s one of the favourite hobby-horses of the 
subjective philosopher—the idea of the conflict between 
determinism and morality, between historical necessity and 
the significance of the individual He has filled reams of 
paper on the subject and has uttered an infinite amount of 
seutimental, philistine nonsense 1n order to settle this con- 
flict in favour of morality and the role of the individual 
Actually, there 1s no conflict here at all, 1t has been invented 
by Mr Mikhailovsky, who feared (not without reason) that 
determinism would cut the ground from under the philistine 
morality he loves so dearly The idea of determinism, which 
postulates that human acts are necessitated and rejects the 
absurd tale about free will, in no way destroys man’s reason 
or conscience, or appraisal of his actions Quite the contrary, 
only the determimst view makes a strict and correct apprais- 
al possible instead of attributing everything you please 
to free will Similarly, the idea of historical necessity 
does not in the least undermine the role of the individual 
in history all history ıs made up of the actions of individ- 
uals, who are undoubtedly active figures The real question 
that arises in appraising the social activity of an individual 
is what conditions ensure the success of his actions, what 
guarantee 1s there that these actions will not remain an 
isolated act lost in a welter of contrary acts? This also is 
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a question answered differently by Social-Democrats and 
by the other Russian socialists how must actions aimed at 
bringing about the socialist system attract the masses ın 
order to yield serious fruits? Obviously, the answer to this 
question depends directly and immediately on the way in 
which the grouping of social forces 1n Russia and the class 
struggle which forms the substance of Russian reality are 
understood, and here too Mr Mikhailovsky merely wanders 
all round the question, without even attempting to formu- 
late 1t precisely and furmsh an answer The Social-Demo- 
cratic answer to the question 18 based, as we know, on the 
view that the Russian economic system constitutes a bour- 
geois society, from which there can be only one way out, the 
one that necessarily follows from the very nature of the bour- 
geois system, namely, the class struggle of the proletariat 
against the bourgeoisie Obviously, criticism that s serious 
should be directed either against the view that ours is a 
bourgeois system, or against the conception of the nature of 
this system and the laws of its development, but Mr Mi- 
khailovsky does not even dream of dealing with serious ques- 
tions He prefers to dispose of matters with vapid phrase- 
mongering about necessity being too general a bracket and so 
on But then, Mr Mikhailovsky, any idea will be too general a 
bracket 1f you treat ıt like an egg from which you throw out the 
meat and then begin playing with the shell! This outer shell, 
which hides the really serious and burning questions of the 
day, 1s Mr Mikhailovsky's favourite sphere, and with par- 
ticular pride he stresses the point, for example, that “eco- 
nomic materialism ignores or throws a wrong light on the 
question of heroes and the crowd " Pray note—the question 
which are the conflicting classes that make up contemporary 
Russian reality and what 1s its basis, 1s probably too general 
for Mr Mikhailovsky, and he evades ıt On the other hand, 
the question of what relations exist between the hero and 
the crowd— whether 1t 1s a crowd of workers, peasants, fac- 
tory owners, or landlords, 1s one that interests him extreme- 
ly Maybe these questions are "interesting," but to rebuke 
the materialists for devoting all their efforts to the settle- 
ment of problems that directly concern the hberation of 
the labouring class is to be an admirer of philistine 
science, nothing more Concluding his "criticism" (?) of ma- 
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tenalhism, Mr Mikhailovsky makes one more attempt to 
misrepresent the facts and performs one more manipulation 
Having expressed doubt about the correctness of Engels' 
opinion that Capital was hushed up by the official econo- 
mists ** (a doubt he justifies on the curious grounds that there 
are numerous universities ın Germany!), Mr Mikhailovsky 
says “Marx did not have this particular circle of readers” 
(workers) “in view, but expected something from men of 
science too” That 1s absolutely untrue Marx understood 
very well how little impartiality and scientific criticism 
he could expect from the bourgeois scientists and 1n the Af- 
terword to the second edition of Capital he expressed him- 
self very definitely on thisscore There hesays "The apprecia- 
tion which Das Kapital rapidly gained in wide circles of 
the German working class 1s the best reward of my labours 
Herr Mayer who ın economic matteis represents the bour- 
geois point of view, 1n a pamphlet published during the 
Franco-German War, aptly expounded the idea that the great 
capacity for theory (der grosse theoretische Sinn), which used 
to be considered a hereditary German possession, had almost 
completely disappeared amongst the so-called educated 
classes in Germany, but that amongst its working class, 
on the contrary, that capacity was celebrating its re- 
vival "** 

The manipulation again concerns materialism and is 
entirely ın the style of the first sample “The theory (of 
materialism) has never been scientifically substantiated and 
verified " Such 1s the thesis The proof "Individual good 
pages of historical content ın the works of Engels, Kautsky 
and some others also (as 1n the esteemed work o! Blos) might 
well dispense with the label of economic materialism, since” 
(note the “since”!), “in fact” (sic!), "they take the sum-total 
of social life into account, even though the economic note 
predominates 1n the chord ” And the conclusion—“Economic 
materialism has not justified itself 1n science ” M 

A familar trick! To prove that the theory lacks founda- 
tion, Mr Mikhailovsky first distorts ıt by ascribing to it 
the absurd intention of not taking the sum-total of social 
hfe into account, whereas quite the opposite 1s the case 
the materialists (Marxists) were the fiist socialists to raise 
the issue of the need to analyse all aspects of social life, 
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and not only the economic*—then he declares that "in fact” 
the materialists have “effectively” explained the sum-total 
of social life by economics (a fact which obviously demol- 
ishes the author)—and finally he draws the conclusion that 
materialism “has not justified itself” Your manipulations, 
however, Mr Mikhailovsky, have justified themselves mag- 
nificently! 

This 1s all that Mr Mikhailovsky advances 1n “refutation” 
of materialism I repeat, there 18 no criticism here, it 1s 
nothing but empty and pretenttous babbling If we were 
to ask anybody at all what objections Mr Mikhailovsky has 
raised against the view that production relations form the 
basis of all others, how he has refuted the correctness of the 
concept of the social formation and of the natural-histoncal 
development of these formations elaborated by Marx using 
the materialist method, how he has proved the fallacy of 
the materialist. explanations of various historical problems 
given, for instance, by the writers he has mentioned—the 
answer would have to be that Mr Mikhailovsky has raised 
no objections, has advanced no refutation, indicated no 
fallacies He has merely beaten about the bush, trying to 
cover up the essence of the matter with phrases, and 1n pass- 
ing has invented various paltry subterfuges 


* This has been quite clearly expressed ın Capital and ın the tac- 
tics of the Social-Democrats as compared with the earlier socialists 
Marx directly demanded that matters must not be confined to the 
economic aspect In 1843, when drafting the programme for a pro- 
jected magazine * Marx wrote to Ruge “lhe whole socialist prin- 
ciple is again only one aspect We, on our part, must devote equal 
attention to the other aspect, the theoretical existence of man, and 
consequently must make religion, science, and so forth an object of 
our criticism Just as religion represents the table of contents of 
the theoretical conflicts of mankind, the political state represents the 
table of contents of man's practical conflicts Thus, the political state, 
within the limits of its form, expresses sub specie rei publicae (from 
the political standpoint) ali social conflicts needs and interests 
Hence to make a most special political question—e g , the difference 
between the social-estate system and the representative system— 
an object of criticism by no means implies descending from the hau- 
teur des principes (the height of principles —Ed ) since this question 
expresses in political language the difference between the rule of man 
and the rule of private property This means that the critic not only 
may but must deal with these political questions (which the inveterate 
socialist considers unworthy of attention) ” 


WHAT THE ITRIENDS OF THF PEOPLE ARF 163 


We can hardly expect anything serous of such a critic 
when he continues ın No 2 of Russhoye Bogatstvo to refute 
Marxism The only difference 1s that his inventiveness in 
the sphere of manipulations 1s already exhausted and he 1s 
beginning to use other people's 

He starts out by holding forth on the "complexity" of 
social hfe why, he says, even galvanism 1s connected with 
economic materialism, because Galvani’s experiments “pro- 
duced an impression” on Hegel, too Wonderful wit! One 
could just as easily connect Mr Mikhailovsky with the 
Emperor of China! What follows from this, except that there 
are people who find pleasure 1n talking nonsense?! 

‘The essence of the historical process,” Mr Mikhai- 
lovsky continues, “which is elusive in general, has also 
eluded the doctrine of economic materialism, although this 
apparently rests on two pillars the discovery of the all- 
determining significance of the forms of production and 
exchange and the incontiovertibility of the dialectical 
process ” 

And so, the materialists rest their case on the “incontro- 
vertibility” of the dialectical process! In other words, they 
base their sociological theories on Hegelian triads * Here 
we have the stock method of accusing Marxism of Hegelian 
dialectics, an accusation that might be thought to have been 
worn threadbare enough by Marx's bourgeois critics 
Unable to advance any fundamental argument against the 
doctrine, these gentlemen fastened on Marx’s manner of 
expression and attacked the origin of the theory, thinking 
thereby to undermine its essence And Mr Mikhailovsky 
makes no bones about resorting to such methods He uses 
a chapter from Engels’ Anti-Duhring** as a pretext Reply- 
ing to Duhring, who had attacked Marx’s dialectics, Engels 
says that Marx never dreamed of “proving” anything by means 
ot Hegelian triads, that Marx only studied and inv estigated 
the real process, and that the sole eriter10n of theory recog- 
nised by him was iis conformity to reality If, however, 1t 
sometimes happened that the development of some particular 
social phenomenon fitted in with the Hegelian scheme, 
namely, thesis—negation—negation of the negation, there 1s 
nothing surprising about that, for ıt 18 no rare thing in 
nature at all And Engels proceeds to cite examples from 
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natural history (the development of a seed) and the social 
sphere—as, for instance, that first there was primitive commu- 
nism, then private property, and then the capitalist socialisa- 
tion of labour, or that first there was primitive materialism, 
then idealism, and then scientific materialism, and so forth It 
18 clear to everybody that the main weight of Engels’ argu- 
ment ıs that materialists must correctly and accurately de- 
pict the actual historical process, and that insistence on dia- 
lectacs, the selection of examples to demonstrate the correct- 
ness of the trad, 1s nothing but a relic of the Hegelianism 
out of which scientific socialism has grown, a relic of its 
manner of expression. And, 1ndeed, once 1t has been categor- 
ically declared that to “prove” anything by triads 1s absurd, 
and that nobody even thought of doing so, what significance 
can attach to examples of “dialectical” processes? Is 1t not 
obvious that this merely points to the origin of the doctrine 
and nothing more? Mr Mikhailovsky himself sees ıt when 
he says that the theory should not be blamed for 1ts origin 
But 1n order to discern ın Engels’ arguments something more 
than the ongin of the theory, proof should obviously be 
offered that the materialists have settled at least one historical 
problem by means of triads, and not on the strength of the per- 
tinent facts Did Mr Mikhailovsky attempt to prove this? 
Not a bit of ıt On the contrary, he was himself obliged to 
admit that “Marx filled the empty dialectical scheme so 
full with factual content that ıt can be removed from this 
content like a lid from a bowl without changing anything” 
(as to the exception which Mr Mikhailovsky makes here— 
regarding the future—we shall deal with 1t anon) If that 
183 so, why 1s Mr Mikhailovsky making so much fuss about 
this hd that changes nothing? Why does he say that the 
materialists “rest” their case on the incontrovertibility of 
the dialectical process? Why, when he is combating this 
hd, does he declare that he 1s combating one of the "pillars" 
of scientific sociahsm, which 1s a downright untruth? 

It goes without saying that I shall not examine how Mr 
Mikhailovsky analyses the examples of triads, because, 
I repeat, this has no connection whatever either with sci- 
entific materialism or with Russian Marxism But there 18 
one interesting question what grounds had Mr Mikhailov- 
sky for so distorting the attitude of Marxists to dialectics? 
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Two grounds firstly, Mr Mikhailovsky, as the saying goes, 
heard the tolling of a bell, but whence1t came he could not 
tell, secondly, Mr Muikhailovsky performed (or, rather, 
berrowed from Duhring) one more piece of subterfuge 

Ad 1)* When reading Marxist literature, Mr Mikhailov- 
‘sky constantly came across references to the “dialectical 
method” 1n social science, “dialectical thinking,” again 1n 
the sphere of social problems (which alone 1s 1n question), 
and so forth In his simplicity of heart (ıt were well if it 
were only simplicity) he took ıt for granted that this method 
consists ın solving all sociological problems in accordance 
with the laws of the Hegelian triad Had he been just a 
httle more attentive to the matter ın hand he could not but 
have become convinced of the absurdity of this notion 
What Marx and Engels called the dialectical method—as 
against the metaphysical—1s nothing else than the scientific 
method in sociology, which consists 1n regarding society as 
a living orgamsm 1n a state of constant development (and 
not as something mechanically concatenated and therefore 
permitting all sorts of arbitrary combinations of separate 
Social elements), an organism the study of which requires 
an objective analysis of the production relations that consti- 
tute the given social formation and an investigation of its 
laws of functioning and development We shall endeavour 
below to illustrate the relation between the dialectical meth- 
od and the metaphysical (to which concept the subjective 
method in sociology undoubtedly also belongs) by Mr 
Mikhailovsky's own arguments For the present we shall only 
observe that anyone who reads the definition and description 
of the dialectical method given either by Engels (in the 
polemic against Duhring Socialism. Utopian and Scwn- 
tific) or by Marx (various comments 1n Capital, ın the After- 
word to the second edition, and in The Poverty of Philoso- 
phy) will see that the Hegelian triads are not even men- 
tioned, and that 1t all amounts to regarding social evolution 
as the natural historical process of development of social- 
economic formations In confirmation of this I shall cite 
1n extenso the description of the dialectical method given 1n 
Vestnik Yevropy, 1872, No 5 (1n the article "The Standpoint 


* As to the first point —Ed 
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of Karl Marx's Critique of Political Economy"), which 
Marx quotes in the Afterword to the second edition of Capital 
Marx says that the method he employed in Capital had been 
poorly understood “German reviews, of course, shriek out at 
‘Hegelian sophistics ” ’ And 1n order to illustrate his method 
more clearly, Marx quotes the description of ıt given ın the 
article mentioned The one thing of importance to Marx, it 
13 there stated, 18 to find the law governing the phenomena 
he 1s investigating, and of particular importance to him 15 
the law of change, the development of those phenomena, of 
their transition from one form into another, from one order 
of social relations to another Consequently, Marx 15 con- 
cerned with one thing only to show, by ngid scientific 
investigation, the necessity of the given order of social 
relations, and to establish, as fully as possible, the facts 
that serve him as fundamental points of departure For 
this purpose it 1s quite enough if, while proving the necessity 
of the present order of things, he at the same time proves the 
necessity of another order which must inevitably grow out 
of the preceding one regardless of whether men believe in 
it or not, whether they are conscious of ıt or not Marx 
treats the social movement as a process of natural history, 
governed by laws not only independent of human will, 
consciousness and intentions, but, rather, on the contrary, 
determining the will, consciousness and intentions of men 
(This for the information of the subjectivist gentlemen, who 
separate social evolution from the evolution of natural his- 
tory merely because man sets himself conscious “aims” and 1s 
guided by defimte ideals ) If the conscious element plays so 
subordinate a part in the history of civilisation, 1t 1s self- 
evident that a critique whose subject 1s civilisation, can 
least of all take as its basis any form of, or any result of, 
consciousness That 1s to say, that not the idea, but the 
external, objective phenomenon alone can serve as 1ts point 
of departure Criticism. must consist 1n comparing and con- 
trasting the given fact with another fact and not with the 
idea, the one thing of moment 1s that both facts be investi- 
gated as accurately as possible, and that they actually form, 
1n respect of each other, different moments of development, 
but most important of all ıs that an equally accurate ın- 
vestigation be made of the whole series of known states, 
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their sequence and the relation between the different stages 
of development Marx rejects the very idea that the laws 
of economic life are one and the same for the past and the 
present On the contrary, every historical period has its 
own laws Economic life constitutes a phenomenon analo- 
gous to the history of evolution 1n other branches of biolo 
Earlier economists misunderstood the nature of economic 
laws when they likened them to the laws of physics and chem- 
istry A more thorough analysis shows that social organisms 
differ among themselves as fundamentally as plants or ani- 
mals Setting himself the task of investigating the capitalist 
economic organism from this point of view, Marx thereby 
formulates, 1n a strictly scientific manner,the aim that every 
accurate investigation into economic life must have The 
scientific value of such an inquiry hes 1n disclosing the spe- 
cial (historical) laws that regulate the origin, existence, 
development, and death of a given social orgamsm and its 
replacement by another and higher organism 

Such 1s the description of the dialectical method which 
Marx fished out of the mass of magazine and newspaper 
comments on Capital, and which he translated into Ger- 
man, because this description of the method, as he himself 
says, 18 absolutely correct The question arises, 1$ so much 
as even a single word said here about triads, trichotomies, 
the incontrovertibility of the dialectical process and suchlike 
nonsense, which Mr Maikhailovsky battles against so valı- 
antly? Following this description, Marx says plainly that 
his method 1s the “direct opposite” of Hegel’s method Ac- 
cording to Hegel the development of the idea, 1n conformity 
with the dialectical laws of the triad, determines the devel- 
opment of the real world And uit 1s only 1n that case, of 
course, that one can speak of the importance of the triads, 
of the incontrovertibility of the dialectical process “With 
me, on the contrary," says Marx, "the 1deal 1s nothing but 
the reflection of the material ” And the whole matter thus 
amounts to an "affirmative recognition of the existing state 
of things and of its inevitable development”, no other role 
is left for the triads than that of the lid and the shell ("I 
coquetted with the modes of expression peculiar to Hegel," 
Marx says in this same Afterword), ın which only phi- 
listines could be interested How, then, we may ask, should 


468 V I LENIN 


rr M 


we judge a man who set out to criticise one of the "pillars" 
of scientific materialism, 1 e , dialectics, and began to talk 
about all sorts of things, even about frogs and Napoleon, 
but not about what dialectics 1s, whether the development 
of society 1s really a process of natural history, whether the 
materialist concept of social-economic formations as special 
social organisms 1s correct, whether the methods of objective 
analysis of these formations are mght, whether social ideas 
really do not determine social development but are themselves 
determined by it, and so forth? Can one assume only a lack 
of understanding in this case? 

Ad 2)* After this “criticism” of dialectics, Mr Mikhai- 
lovsky 1mputes these methods of proving things "by means 
of" Hegelian triads to Marx, and, of course, victoriously 
combats them "Regarding the future," he says, "the 1mma- 
nent laws of society are based purely on dialectics " (This 
18 the exception referred to above ) Marx's arguments on the 
inevitability of the expropriation of the expropriators by 
virtue of the laws of development of capitalism are "purely 
dialectical " Marx's “ideal” of the common ownership of 
land and capital “in the sense of its inevitability and indu- 
bitability rests entirely at the end of the Hegelian three- 
term chain ” 

This argument ts taken in its entirety from Dihmng, who 
expounds it in his "Kritische. Geschichte der National- 
oekonomie und des Sozialismus’(3-te Aufl , 1879 S 486- 
87) ** But Mr Mikhailovsky says not a word about Duh- 
rng Perhaps, incidentally, he arrived independently at 
this way of garbling Marx? 

Engels gave a splendid reply to Dühring, and since he 
also quotes Diihring’s criticism we shall confine ourselves 
to Engels’ reply * The reader will see that it fully 
applies to Mr Mikhailovsky 

“This historical sketch’ (of the genesis of the so-called 
primitive accumulation of capital in England) ‘is relatively 
the best part of Marx's book,’” says Dühring, ***and would be 
even better if 1t had not relied on the dialectical crutch to 


* As to the second point —Ed 


** A Critical History of Nat l 
edition, 1879, pp 486 87) f Ed tonal Economy and Socialism (3rd 
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help out its scholarly crutch The Hegelian negation of the 
negation, ın default of anything better and clearer, has in 
fact to serve here as the midwife to deliver the future from 
the womb of the past The abolition of “individual property,” 
which since the sixteenth century has been effected in the 
way indicated above, 1s the first negation It will be fol- 
lowed by a second, which bears the character of a negation of 
the negation, and hence of a restoration of “individual prop- 
erty,” but ın a higher form, based on common ownership 
of land and of the instruments of labour Herr Marx 
calls this new “individual property” also “social property,” 
and in this there appears the Hegelian higher unity, 1n which 
the contradiction 1s supposed to be sublated” (aufgehoben—a 
specific Hegelian term), ‘‘‘that is to say, in the Hegelian 
verbal jugglery, both overcome and preserved 

“According to this, the expropriation of the expropri- 
ators 18, as ıt were, the automatic result of historical reality 
in its materially external relations It would be difficult to 
convince a sensible man of the necessity of the common own- 
ership of land and capital, on the basis of credence in Hege- 
lan word-juggling such as the negation of the negation The 
nebulous hybrids of Marx’s conceptions will not, however, 
appear strange to anyone who realises what nonsense can be 
concocted with Hegelian dialectics as the scientific basis, 
or rather what nonsense must necessarily spring from it 
For the benefit of the reader who 1s not familiar with these 
artifices, ıt must be pointed out expressly that Hegel's 
first negation 1s the catechismal idea of the fall from grace, 
and his second 1s that of a higher unity leading to redemption 
The logic of facts can hardly be based on this nonsensical 
analogy borrowed from the religious sphere Herr Marx 
remains cheerfully ın the nebulous world of his property 
which 18 at once both individual and social and leaves it to 
his adepts to solve for themselves this profound dialectical 
emgma ’ Thus far Herr Duhring 

“So,” Engels concludes, “Marx has no other way of proving 
the necessity of the social revolution, of establishing the 
common ownership of land and of the means of production 
produced by labour, except by using the Hegelian negation of 
the negation, and because he bases his socialist theory on these 
nonsensical analogies borrowed from religion, he arrives at 
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the result that in the society of the future there will be 
dominant an ownership at once both individual and social, 
as the Hegelian higher unity of the sublated contradiction * 

“But let the negation of the negation rest for the moment, 
and let us have a look at the ‘ownership’ which 1s ‘at once 
both individual and social’ Herr Duhring characterises 
this as a ‘nebulous world,’ and curiously enough he 1s really 
nght on this point Unfortunately, however, 1t is not Marx 
but again Herr Dühring himself who 1s ın this ‘nebulous 
world’ . He can put Marx nght à la Hegel, by 1mputing 
to him the higher umty of a property, of which there 1s not 
a word 1n Marx 

"Marx says 'Itis the negation of the negation This does 
not re-establish private property for the producer, but 
gives him individual property based on the acquisitions of 
the capitalist era, 1e , on co-operation and the possession 
in common of the land and of the means of production 
The transformation of scattered private property, amsing 
from individual labour, into capitalist private property 
is, naturally, a process incomparably more protracted, 
violent, and difficult than the transformation of capitalis- 
tic private property, already practically resting on social- 
ised production, into socialised property ' That is all The 
state of things brought about through the expropriation 
of the expropriators is therefore characterised as the re- 


* That this formulation of Dühring s views apples fully to Mr 
Mikhailovsky 1s proved by the following passage in his article 
“Karl Marx Being Tned by Y Zhukovsky " Objecting to Mr Zhu- 
kovsky's assertion that Marx 1s a defender of private property, Mr 
Mikhailovsky refers to this scheme of Marx's and explains it 1n the 
following manner "In his scheme Marx employed two well-known 
tricks of Hegelian dialectics firstly, the scheme 1s constructed accord- 
ing to the laws of the Hegelian trad, secondly, the synthesis 18 based 
on the identity of opposites—individual and social property This 
means that the word 'individual here has the specific, purely condi- 
tional meaning of a term of the dialectical process, and absolutely 
nothing can be based on it " This was said by a man possessed of the 
most estimable intentions, defending, in the eyes of the Russian 
public, the "sanguine" Marx from the urgeois Mr Zhukovsky And 
with these estimable intentions he explains Marx as basing his con- 
ception of the process on “tricks’! Mr Mikhailovsky may draw from 
this what is for him the not unprofitable moral that, whatever the mat- 
ter in hand, estimable intentions alone are rather inadequate 
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establishment of individual property, but on the basis of 
the social ownership of the land and of the means of pro- 
duction produced by labour itself To anyone who under- 
stands German” (and Russian too, Mr Mikhailovsky, be- 
cause the translation 1s absolutely correct) “this means 
that social ownership extends to the land and the other 
means of production, and individual ownership to the prod- 
ucts, that is, the articles of consumption And 1n order 
to make the matter comprehensible even to ehildren of six, 
Marx assumes on page 56” (Russ ed, p 30)" “ʻa commu- 
nity of free individuals, carrying on their work with the 
means of production in common, in which the labour-power 
of all the different individuals is consciously applied as 
the combined labour-power of the community,’ that 15, a 
society organised on a socialist basis, and he continues 
‘The total product of our community 18 a social product 
One portion serves as fresh means of production and re- 
mains social ’ But another portion 1s consumed by the mem- 
bers as means of subsistence ‘A distribution of this portion 
among them is consequently necessary’ And surely that 18 
clear enough even for Herr Duhring 

“The property which 1s at once both individual and so- 
cial, this confusing hybrid, this nonsense which neces- 
sarily springs from Hegelian dialectics, this nebulous 
world, this profound dialectical enigma, which Marx leaves 
his adepts to solve for themselves —is yet another free cre- 
ation and imagination on the part of Herr Duhnng 

“But what role," Engels continues, "does the negation 
of the negation play 1n Marx? On page 791 and the tollow- 
ing pages” (Russ ed, p 648 et seq) "he sets out the 
final conclusions which he draws from the preceding 50" 
(Russ “ed , 35) "pages of economic and historical 1nves- 
tigation into the so-called primitive accumulation of 
capital Before the capitalist era, petty industry existed, at 
least ın England, on the basis of the private property of 
the labourer in his means of production The so-called 
primitive accumulation of capital consisted there in the 
expropriation of these immediate producers, that 15, 1n the 
dissolution of private property based on the labour of its 
owner This became possible because the petty industry re- 
ferred to above 1s compatible only with narrow and prumi- 
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tive bounds of production and society and at a certain stage 
brings forth the material agencies for its own annihilation 
This anmhilation, the transformation of the individual and 
scattered means of production into socially concentrated 
ones, forms the prehistory of capital As soon as the la- 
bourers are turned into proletarians, their means of 
labour into capital, as soon as the capitalist mode of pro- 
duction stands on its own feet, the further socialisa- 
tion of labour and further transformation of the land and 
other means of production” (into capital), “and therefore 
the further expropriation of private proprietors, takes a 
new form ‘That which 1s now to be expropriated 1s no 
longer the labourer working for himself, but the capitalist 
exploiting many labourers This expropriation 1s accom- 
plished by the action of the immanent laws of capitalistic 
production itself, by the concentration of capital One 
capitalist always kills many Hand in hand with this con- 
centration, or this expropriation of many capitalists by 
few, develop, on an ever-extending scale, the co-operative 
form of the labour process, the conscious technical applica- 
tion of science, the methodical cultivation of the soil, the 
transformation of the instruments of labour into instru- 
ments of labour only usable 1n common, the economising 
of all means of production by their use as the means of pro- 
duction of combined, socialised labour Along with the 
constantly diminishing number of the magnates of capital, 
who usurp and monopolise all advantages of this process 
of transformation, grows the mass of misery, oppression, 
slavery, degradation, exploitation, but with this too grows 
the revolt of the working class, a class always increasing 
in numbers, and disciplined, united, organised by the 
very mechanism of the process of capitalist production ıt- 
self Capital becomes a fetter upon the mode of production, 
which has sprung up and flourished along with, and under 
ıt Concentration of the means of production and sociali- 
sation of labour at last reach a point where they become 
incompatible with their capitahst integument This m- 
tegument 1s burst asunder The khell of capitalist private 
property sounds The expropriators are expropriated ’ 
"And now I ask the reader where are the dialectical 
frillsand mazes and conceptual arabesques, where the mixed 
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and misconceived ideas according to which everything 1s 
all one and the same thing in the end, where the dialec- 
tacal miracles for his faithful followers, where the mys- 
terious dialectical rubbish and the maze ın accordance with 
the Hegelian Logos doctrine, without which Marx, according 
to Herr Duhring, 1s unable to put his exposition into shape? 
Marx merely shows from history, and here states in a sum- 
marised form, that just as formerly petty industry by its 
very development, necessarily created the conditions of 
its own annihilation so now the capitalist mode of pro- 
duction has hkewise itself created the material condi- 
tions from which it must perish The process is a histori- 
cal one, and if 1t 1s at the same time a dialectical process, 
this 1s not Marx’s fault, however annoying 1t may be to 
Herr Duhring 

“It 1s only at this point, after Marx has completed his 
proof on the basis of historical and economic facts, that 
he proceeds ‘The capitalist mode of appropriation, the 
result of the capitalist mode of production, produces capi- 
talist private property This 1s the first negation of indi- 
vidual private property, as founded on the labour of the 
proprietor But capitalist production begets, with the ın- 
exorabihty of a law of Nature, its own negation It 1s the 
uegation of the negation'—and so on (as quoted above) 

“Thus, by charactensing the process as the negation 
of the negation, Marx does not intend to prove that the proc- 
ess was historically necessary On the contrary only aft- 
er he has proved from history that in fact the process has 
partially already occurred, and partially must occur 1n the 
future, he 1n addition characterises it as a process which 
develops ın accordance with a definite dialectical law 
That 1s all It 1s therefore once again a pure distortion of 
the facts by Herr Duhnng when he declares that the nega- 
tion of the negation has to serve here as the midwife to 
deliver the future from the womb of the past, or that Marx 
wants anyone to be convinced of the necessity of the common 
ownership of land and capital on the basis of credence 
in the negation of the negation" (p 125) 

The reader will see that Engels' splendid rebuttal of 
Dühring applies in its entirety to Mr Mikhailovsky, who 
also asserts that with Marx the future rests exclusively 
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at the end of the Hegelian chain and that the conviction of 
its 1nevitability can be founded only on faith * 

The whole difference between Duhring and Mr Mikhai- 
lovsky reduces itself to the following two small points first- 
ly, Duhnng, despite the fact that he could not speak of 
Marx without foaming at the mouth, nevertheless considered 
it necessary to mention in the next section of his History 
that Marx in the Afterword ** categorically repudiated the 
accusation of Hegelianism Mr Mikhailovshy, however, has 
nothing to say about the (above quoted) absolutely defi- 
nite and clear statements by Marx on what he conceives the 
dialectical method to be 

Secondly, another peculiarity of Mr Maükhailovsky's is 
that he concentrated all his attention on the use of tenses 
Why, when he speaks of the future, does Marx use the pres- 
ent tense?—our philosopher demands with an air of triumph 
You may find the answer to this ın any grammar, most wor- 
thy critic you will find that the present tense 1s used in- 
stead of the future when the future is regarded as inevi- 
table and undoubted But why so, why 1s it undoubted?— 
Mr Mikhailovsky anxiously asks, desiring to convey such 
profound agitation as would justify even a distortion But 
on this point, too, Marx gave an absolutely definite reply 
You may consider 1t 1nadequate o1 wrong, but 1n that case 
you must show how exactly and why exactly 1t 1s wrong, and 
not talk nonsense about Hegelianism 

Time was when Mr Mikhailovsky not only knew himselt 
what this reply was, but lectured others on ıt Mr Zhukov- 
Sky, he wrote in 1877, had good grounds for regarding 
Marx's conception of the future as conjectural, but he 
‘had no moral nght" to ignore the question of the social- 
isation of labour, “to which Marx  attiibutes vast 


Ma ————" 


* It 1s worth while I think, to note in this connection that the 
entire explanation given by Engels 1s contained im the same chapter 
in which he discusses the seed the teaching of Rousseau, and other 
examples of the dialectical process. [t woutd seem that the absurdity of 
accusing Marxism of Hegelian dialectics would have been made quite 
evident by merely comparing these examples with the clear and cate- 
gorical statements by Engels (and by Marx to whom the manuscript 
was read before printing), and there can be no question of trying to 
prove anything by triads or of inserting 1m the depiction of the real 
process the conditional members of these triads 


WHAT THE FRIENDS OF THE PEOPLE ARE 175 


importance " Well, of course! Zhukovsky 1n 1877 had no 
moral nght to evade the question, but Mr Mikhailovsky 
in 1894 has this moral nght! Perhaps, quod licet Jovi, 
non licet. bovi?!* 

I cannot help recalhng here a strange notion of this 
socialisation once expressed in Otechestvenniye Zapishi * 
In No 7, 1883, this magazine published "A Letter to 
the Editor,” from a certain Mr Postoronny * who, lke Mr 
Mikhailovsky, regarded Marx's "conception" about the fu- 
ture as conjectural "Essentially," thus gentleman argues, 
“the social form of labour under capitalism amounts to this, 
that several hundreds or thousands of workers grind, hammer, 
turn, place on, place under, pull and perform numerous 
other operations under one roof As to the general charac- 
ter of this regime at 1s excellently expressed by the say- 
ing 'Every man for himself, and God for all' Where 
does the social form of labour come in?" 

Well, you can see at once that the man has grasped 
what it 18 all about! "The social form of labour" “amounts” 
to “working under one roof"! And when such pre- 
posterous ideas are expressed in one of the, so far, best 
Russian magazines, they still want to assure us that the 
theoretical part of Capital 1s generally recognised by science 
Yes, as it was unable to raise the shghtest serious ob- 
jection to Capital, "generally recognised science" began 
to bow and scrape to it, at the same time continung to 
betray the most elementary ignorance and to repeat the 
old banalities of school economics We must dwell on this 
question somewhat 1n order to show Mr Mikhailovsky what 
18 the essence of the matter which he, by force of habit, has 
passed over entirely 

The socialisation of labour by capitalist production 
does not at all consist in people working under one roof 
(that 1s only a small part of the process), but 1n the con- 
centration of capital being accompanied by the specialisa- 
tion of social labour, by a decrease ın the number of cap- 
italists in each given branch of industry and an increase 
in the number of separate branches of industry—1in many 


* What Jove may do, the bull may not —Ed 
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separate production processes being merged into one social 
production process When, 1n the days of handiciaft weav- 
ing, for example, the small producers themselves spun the 
yarn and made 1t into cloth, we had a few branches of 1n- 
dustry (spinning and weaving were merged) But when pro- 
duction becomes socialised by capitalism, the number of 
separate branches of industry increases cotton spinning 
18 done separately aud so is weaving, this very division 
and the concentration of production give rise to new 
branches—machine building, coal mining, and so forth In 
each branch of 1ndustry, which has now become more spe- 
cialised, the number of capitalists steadily decreases This 
means that the social tie between the producers becomes 
increasingly stronger, the producers become welded into a 
single whole The isolated small producers each performed 
several operations simultaneously, and were therefore rela- 
tively independent of each other when, for instance, the 
handicraftsman himself sowed flax, and himself spun and 
wove, he was almost independent of others It was this 
(and only this) regime of small, dispersed commodity pro- 
ducers that justified the saying “Every man for himself, 
and God for all,” that 1s, an anarchy of market fluctua- 
tions The case ıs entirely different under the socialisa- 
tion of labour that has been achieved due to capitalism 
The manufacturer who produces fabrics depends on the cot- 
ton-yarn manufacturer, the latter depends on the capitalist 
planter who grows the cotton, on the owner of the engineer- 
ing works, the coal mine, and so on and so forth The re- 
sult ıs that no capitalist can get along without others 
It 1s clear that the saying “every man for himself" 1s quite 
inapplicable to such a regime here each works for all and 
all for each (and no room 1s left for God—either as a super- 
mundane fantasy or as a mundane "golden calf") The char- 
acter of the regime changes éompletely When, during the 
regime of small, isolated enterprises, work came to a stand- 
still in any one of them, this affected only a few members of 
society, ıt did not cause any general confusion, and there- 
fore did not attract general attention and did not provoke 
public interference But when work comes to a standstill 1n 
a large enterprise, one engaged 1n a highly specialised branch 
of industry and therefore working almost for the whole of 
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society and, 1n its turn, dependent on the whole of society 
(for the sake of simplicity I take a case where socialisa- 
tion has reached the culminating point), work 1s bound to 
come to a standstill 1n all the other enterprises of society, 
because they can only obtain the products they need from 
this enterprise, they can only dispose of all their own com- 
modities if 1ts commodities are available All production 
processes thus merge into a single social production process, 
yet each branch ıs conducted by a separate capitalist, ıt de- 
pends on him and the social products are his private prop- 
erty Is 1t not clear that the form of production comes into 
irreconcilable contradiction with the form of appropriation? 
Is ıt not evident that the latter must adapt itself to the 
former and must become social, that 1s, socialist? But the 
smart philistine of Otechestvenniye Zapishi reduces the whole 
thing to work under one roof Could anything be wider of 
the mark! (I have described only the material process, only 
the change in production relations, without touching on 
the social aspect of the process, the fact that the workers 
become united, welded together and organised, since that 
1s a derivative and secondary phenomenon ) 

The reason such elementary things have to be explained 
to the Russian "democrats" is that they are so badly 
stuck inthe mud of petty-bourgeois ideas that to imagine any 
but a petty-bourgeois order of things 1s quite beyond them. 

Let us return, however, to Mr Mikhailovsky What ob- 
yections did he make to the facts and arguments on which 
Marx based the conclusion that the socialist system 18 ın- 
evitable by virtue of the very laws of capitalist develop- 
ment? Did he show that in reality, under a commodity 
organisation of social economy, there 18 no growing special- 
isation of the social labour process, no concentration of cap- 
ital and enterprises, no sociahsation of the whole labour 
process? No, he did not advance a single argument 1n refu- 
tation of these facts Did he shake the proposition that 
anarchy, which 1s irreconcilable with the socialisation of 
labour, 1s an inherent feature of capitalist society? He said 
nothing about this Did he prove that the amalgamation 
of the labour processes of all the capitalists into a single 
social labour process 1s compatible with private proper- 
ty, or that some solution to the contradiction 1s possible 
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and conceivable other than that indicated by Marx? No, he 
did not say a word about this 

On what, then, does his criticism rest? On manipulations, 
distortion, and on a spate of words which are nothing more 
than the noise of a rattle 

How else, indeed, are we to characterise methods em- 
ployed by the critic who, after first talking a lot of non- 
sense about triple successive steps of history, demands of 
Marx with a serious air “And what next?"—that 1s, how 
will history proceed beyond that final stage of the process 
he has described? Please note that from the very outset of his 
literary and revolutionary activities Marx most definitely 
demanded that sociological theory should accurately depict 
the real process—and nothing more (cf , for instance, the 
Communist Manifesto on the communists’ criterion of theo- 
ry) " He strictly adhered to this demand ın his Capital he 
made ıt his task to give a scientific analysis of the capitalist 
form of society—and there he stopped, after showing that the 
development of this orgamisation actually going on before 
our eyes has such and such a tendency, that 1t must 1nevi- 
tably perish and turn into another, a higher orgamsation 
But Mr Mikhailovsky, evading the whole substance of 
Marx's doctrine, puts his stupid question “And what next?" 
And he adds profoundly “I must frankly confess that I am 
not quite clear what Engels’ reply would be ” We, however, 
on our part must frankly confess, Mr Mikbailovsky, that 
we are quite clear about what the spirit and methods of 
such “criticism” are! 

Or take the following argument “In the Middle Ages, 
Marx’s individual property based on the proprietor’s own 
labour was neither the only nor the predominating factor, 
even ın the realm of economic relations There was much 
more besides, but the dialectical method 1n Marx’s interpre- 
tation" (and not 1n Mr Mikhailovsky's garbled version of 
1t?) "does not propose returning toit Itis obvious that all 
these schemes do not present a picture of historical reality, 
or even of 1ts proportions, they simply satisfy the tendency 
of the human mind to think of every object in its past, 
present and future states” Even your way of distorting 
things, Mr Mikhailovsky, 1s monotonous to the point of nau- 
seal Into Marx’s scheme, which claims to formulate nothing 
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but the actual process of development of capitalism,* he 
first 1nsinuates the intention of proving everything by tri- 
ads, then declares that Marx's scheme does not conform 
to the plan foisted on it by Mr Mikhailovsky (the third 
stage restores only one aspect of the first stage, omitting 
all the others), and then 1n the most blatant manner draws 
the conclusion that "the scheme obviously does not present 
a picture of historical reality”! 

Is any serious polemic thinkable with a man who 
(as Engels said of Duhring) cannot quote accurately, even by 
way of exception? Can there be any arguing, when the public 
rs assured.that the scheme “obviously” does not conform to 
reality, without even an attempt being made to show its 
faultiness 1n any respect? 

Instead of criticising the real content of Marxist views, 
Mr Mikhailovsky exercises his ingenuity on the subject 
of the categories past, present and future Engels, for 1n- 
Stance, arguing against the "eternal truths" of Herr Düh- 
nng, says that the “morality preached to us today” 1s 
a threefold morality Christian-feudal, bourgeois and pro- 
letarian, so that the past, present and future have their 
own theories of morality ** In this connection, Mr Mikhai- 
lovsky reasons as follows “I think that it 18 the catego- 
ries past, present and future that he at the basis of all 
triple divisions of history into periods " What profundity! 
Who does not know that if any social phenomenon 1s exam- 
ined 1n its process of development, relics of the past, foun- 
dations of the present and germs of the future will always 
be discovered 1n 1t? But did Engels, for instance, think of 
asserting that the history of morality (he was speaking, we 
know, only of the “present”) was confined to the three fac- 
tors indicated, that feudal morality, for example, was not 
preceded by slave morality, and the latter by the morality 
of the primitive-communist community? Instead of serious- 
ly criticising Engels’ attempt to elucidate modern trends ın 


* The other features of the economic system of the Middle Ages 
are omitted because they belonged to the feudal social formation, 
whereas Marx investigates only the capitalist formation In its pure 
form the process of capitalist development actually began—in 
England, for instance—with the system of small, isolated commodity 
producers and their individual labour property 
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moral ideas by explaining them materialistically, Mr Mikhai- 
lovsky treats us to the most empty phrase-mongering! 

In respect of such methods of "criticism" employed by 
Mr Mikhailovsky, criticism which begins with the state- 
ment that he does not know where, 1n what work, the mate- 
nialist conception of history 1s expounded, 1 would perhaps 
be worth while to recall that there was a time when the au- 
thor knew one of these works and was able to appraise it 
more correctly In 1877, Mr Maükhailovsky expressed the 
following opinion of Capital “If we remove from Capital 
the heavy, clumsy and unnecessary lid of Hegelian dialectics” 
(How strange! How 1s 1t that “Hegelian dialectics” were “un- 
necessary" ın 1877, while ın 1894 ıt appears that materal- 
ism rests on “the incontrovertibility of the dialectical proc- 
ess"?), “then, apart from the other merits of this essay, we 
shall observe 1n 1t splendidly elaborated material for an an- 
swer to the general question of the relation of forms to the 
matenal conditions of their existehce, and an excellent for- 
mulation of this question for a definite sphere” "The re- 
lation of forms to the material conditions of their exist- 
ence"—why, that ıs the very problem of the interrelation 
between the various aspects of social hfe, of the super- 
structure of ideological social relations on the basis of ma- 
terial relations, a problem whose well-known solution con- 
stitutes the doctrine of matenalism Let us proceed 

“In point of fact, the whole of 'Capital" (my italics) “18 
devoted to an inquiry into how a form of society, once 
it has emerged, continues to develop and accentuates its 
typical features, subjecting to itself and assimilating dis- 
coveries, inventions and improvements ın methods of pro- 
duction, new markets and science itself and compels them 
to work for it, and of how, finally, the given form 
cannot stand up against further changes 1n material con- 
ditions ” 

An astonishing thing! In 1877, “the whole of Capital” 
was devoted to a materialist inquiry into a particular 
form of society (what else does materialism consist in, 
if not in explaining forms of society by material con- 
ditions?), whereas 1n 1894 it appears that 1t 1s not even known 


where, ın what work an exposition of this materialism 
should be sought! P 
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In 1877, Capital contained an “inquiry into” how 
“a particular form” (the capitalist form, is it not?) “cannot” 
(mark that!) "stand up against further changes 1n material 
conditions,"— whereas 1n 1894 ıt turns out that there has been 
no inquiry at all and that the conviction that the capital- 
ist form cannot withstand any further development of the 
productive forces— rests "entirely at the end of the Hege- 
lian triad’! In 1877, Mr Mikhailovsky wrote that "the anal- 
ysis of the relations of the given form of society to the ma- 
terial conditions of its existence will for ever" (my italics) 
“remain a monument to the author's logical powers and vast 
erudition,” whereas in 1894 he declares that the doctrine 
of materialism has never and nowhere been scientifically 
verified and proved 

An astonishing thing ! What does it really mean? What 
has happened? 

Two things have happened Firstly, the Russian, peas- 
ant socialism of the seventies—which “snorted” at freedom 
because of its bourgeois character, fought the “clear-browed 
hberals” who zealously covered up the antagonistic nature 
of Russian life, and dreamed of a peasant revolution—has 
completely decayed and has begotten that vulgar, philistine 
hberalism which discerns an “encouraging ampression" in 
the progressive trends of peasant farming, forgetting that 
they are accompanied (and determined) by the wholesale 
expropriation of the peasantry Secondly, ın 1877 Mr Mikhai- 
lovsky was so engrossed in his task of defending the "san- 
guine" (1e, revolutionary socialist) Marx from the liberal 
critics that he failed to observe the incompatibility of 
Marx’s method and his own And then this irreconcilable 
contradiction between dialectical materialism and subjec- 
tive sociology was explained to him—explained by Engels’ 
articles and books, and by the Russian Social-Democrats 
(one often meets with very apt comments on Mr Mikhailov- 
sky in Plekhanov's writings)—and Mr Mikhailovsky, ın- 
stead of seriously sitting down to reconsider the whole 
question, simply took the bit between his teeth Instead of 
welcoming Marx (as he did 1n 1872 and 1877) * he now barks 
at him under cover of dubious praise, and rages and splutters 
against the Russian Marxists for refusing to rest content with 
the “defence of the economically weakest,” with warehouses 
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and improvements ın the countryside, with museums and 
artels tor handicraítsmen, and similar well-meaning phuilis- 
tine ideas of progress, and for wanting to remain “sanguine” 
people, advocates of social revolution, and to teach, 
guide and organise the really revolutionary elements of 
society 

After this brief excursion into the realm of the distant 
past, one may, we think, conclude this examination of 
Mr Mikhailovsky’s “criticism” of Marx’s theory Let us 
then try to sum up and recapitulate the critic’s “argu- 
ments ” 

The doctrine he set out to demolish 1s based, firstly, on 
the materialist conception of history, and, secondly, on 
the dialectical method 

As to the first, the critic began by declaring that he 
did not know in which work materialism was expounded 
Not having found such an exposition anywhere, he himself 
set about concocting an explanation of what materialism 
is In order to give an idea of the excessive claims of this 
materialism, he concocted the story that the material- 
ists claim to have explained the entire past, present and 
future of mankind—and when it was subsequently shown 
by reference to the authentic statements of the Marxists 
that they regard only one social formation as having been 
explained, the critic decided that the materialists narrow 
the scope of materialism, whereby, he asserts, they defeat 
themselves In order to give an idea of the methods by which 
this materialism was worked out, he invented the story 
that the materialists themselves had confessed to the 1nade- 
quacy of their knowledge for the elaboration of scientific 
socialism, despite the fact that Marx and Engels confessed 
only to the insufficiency of their knowledge (1n 1845-1846) 
of economic history ın general, and despite the fact that 
they never pubhshed the essay which testified to the 
insufficiency of their knowledge After these preludes, we 
were treated to the criticism itself Capital was anmihilated 
because ıt dealt with only one pemod, whereas the critic 
wants to have all periods, and also because it did not 
affirm economic materialism, but simply touched upon 1t— 
arguments, evidently, so weighty and serious as to compel 
the recognition that materialism had never been scientafical- 
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ly substantiated Then the fact was cited against material- 
ism that a man totally unconnected with this doctrine, hav- 
ing studied prehistoric times ın an entirely different coun- 
try, also arrived at materialist conclusions To show, fur- 
ther, that 1t was absolutely wrong to drag procreation into 
materialism, that this was nothing but a verbal artifice, 
the critic proceeded to prove that economic relations are a 
superstructure based on sexual and family relations The 
statements made thereupon by our weighty critic for the edi- 
fication of the matenahsts ennched us with the profound 
truth that 1nhentance is impossible without procreation, 
that a complex psychology “adheres” to the products of this 
procreation, and that children are brought up ın the spirit 
of their fathers In passing, we also learnt that national 
ties are a continuation and generalisation of gentile ties 
Continuing his theoretical researches into materialism, the 
critic noted that the content of many of the Marxists’ argu- 
ments consisted 1n the assertion that oppression and exploi- 
tation of the masses were "necessary" under the bourgeois 
regime and that this regime must "necessarily" turn into a 
socialist regime, after which he hastened to declare that 
necessity 1s too general a bracket (if we omit what, exactly, 
people consider necessary) and that therefore Marxists are 
mystics and metaphysicians The critic also declared that 
Marx's polemic against the idealists was “one-sided,” but he 
did not say a word about the relation of these idealists’ 
views to the subjective method and the relation of Marx's 
dialectical materialism to these views 

As to the second pillar of Marxism—the dialectical 
method—one push by the bold critic was enough to cast 1t 
to the ground And the push was very well directed the 
critic toiled and moiled with prodrgious effort to disprove 
the notion that anything can be proved by triads, ignoring 
the fact that the dialectical method does not consist in 
triads at all, but that 1t consists precisely in the rejec- 
tion of the methods of idealism and subjectivism 1n sociolo- 
gy Another push was specially directed at Marx with the 
help of the valorous Herr Dühring, the critic ascribed to Marx 
the incredible absurdity of having tried to prove the neces- 
sity of the doom of capitalism by means of triads—and then 
victoriously combated this absurdity 
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Such 1s the epic of the brillant “victories” of "our well- 
known sociologist”! How very “edifying” (Burenin) 1t was 
to contemplate these victories! 

We cannot refrain at this point from touching on anoth- 
er circumstance, which has no direct bearing on the criti- 
cism of Marx’s doctrine, but 1s extremely characteristic for 
an understanding of the critic’s ideals and of his conception 
of reality It 1s his attitude to the working-class movement 
in the West 

Above we quoted Mr Mikhailovsky's statement that ma- 
terialism had not justified itself in "science" (perhaps in 
the science of the German "friends of the people"?), but 
this materialism, argues Mr Mikhailovsky, “is really spread- 
ing very rapidly among the working class " How does Mr 
Mikhailovsky explain this fact? “The success,” he says, 
“enjoyed by economic materialism in breadth, so to speak, 
and its dissemination in a critically unverified form, are 
chiefly due to the day-to-day practice established by pros- 
pects for the future, and not to science ” What other mean- 
ing can there be in this clumsy phrase about practice “es- 
tablished” by prospects for the future than that materialism 
1s spreading not because it correctly explains reality, but 
because it turns away from reality towards prospects? 
And he goes on to say "These prospects require of the Ger- 
man working class which 1s adopting them and of those who 
take a warm interest in its future neither knowledge nor 
the effort of critical thinking They require only faith” 
In other words, the spread of materialism and scientific 
socialism in breadth is due to the fact that this doctrine 
promises the workers a better future! But a most elementary 
acquaintance with the history of socialism and of the work- 
ing-class movement in the West is enough to reveal the 
utter absurdity and falsity of this explanation Everybody 
knows that scientific socialism never painted any prospects 
for the future as such it confined itself to analysing the 
present bourgeois regime, to studying the trends of devel- 
opment of the capitalist social organisation, and that is 
all "We do not say to the world," Marx wrote as far back 
as 1843, and he fulfilled this programme to the letter, “we 
do not say to the world ‘Cease struggling—your whole 
struggle is senseless ' Al] we dois to provide it with a true slo- 
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gan of struggle We only show the world what 1t 1s actually 
struggling for, and consciousness 1s a thing which the world 
must acquire, whether it likes it or not"'" Everybody 
knows that Capital, for 1nstance—the chief and basic work 
in which scientific socialism 1s expounded—restricts itself 
to the most general allusions to the future and merely traces 
those already existing elements from which the future 
system grows Everybody knows that as far as prospects for 
the future are concerned 1ncomparably more was contributed 
by the earlier socialists, who described future society in 
every detail, desiring to inspire mankind with a picture 
of a system under which people get along without conflict 
and under which their social relations are based not on ex- 
ploitation but on true principles of progress that conform 
to the conditions of human nature Nevertheless, despite 
the whole phalanx of very talented people who expounded 
these ideas, and despite the most firmly convinced social- 
ists, their theories stood aloof from life and their programmes 
were not connected with the political movements of the 
people until large-scale machine industry drew the mass of 
proletarian workers into the vortex of political hfe, and un- 
til the true slogan of their struggle was found This slogan 
was found by Marx, “not a utopian, but a strict and, in 
places, even dry scientist” (as Mr Mikhailovsky called him 
1n the long distant past—1in 1872), and ıt was certainly not 
found by means of prospects, but by a scientific analysis of 
the present bourgeois regime, by an elucidation of the neces- 
sity of exploitation under this regime, by an investigation 
of the laws of its development Mr Mikhailovsky may, of 
course, assure the readers of Russkoye Bogatstvo that nei- 
ther knowledge nor an effort of thinking 1s required to under- 
stand this analysis, but we have already seen in his own 
case (and shall see it to a still greater extent ın the case 
of his economist collaborator'') so gross a lack of under- 
standing of the elementary truths established by this analy- 
sis that such a statement, of course, can only provoke a 
smile It remains an indisputable fact that the working- 
class movement spreads and develops precisely where and 
to the extent that large-scale capitalist machine industry 
develops, the socialist doctrine 1s successful precisely when 
it stops arguing about social conditions that conform to 
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human nature and sets about making a materialist analysis 
of contemporary social relations and explaining the necessity 
for the present regime of exploitation 

Having tried to evade the real reasons for the success 
of materialism among the workers by ascribing the attitude 
of this doctrine to “prospects” ın a manner directly con- 
trary to the truth, Mr Mikhailovsky goes on to scoff in 
the most vulgar and philistine way at the ideas and tactics 
of the West-European working-class movement As we have 
seen, he was unable to adduce a single argument against 
Marx’s proofs of the inevitability of the capitalist system 
being transformed into a socialist system as a result of the 
socialisation of labour And yet he jeers 1n the most blatant 
manner at the idea of an “army of proletarians" preparing to 
expropriate the capitalists, “whereupon all class conflict will 
cease and peace on earth and goodwill among men will 
reign " He, Mr Mikhailovsky, knows far simpler and surer 
paths to the achievement of socialism than this all that 
1s required is that the “friends of the people” should 1n- 
dicate in gieater detail the “clear and unalterable” paths 
of the “desired economic evolution”—and then these friends 
of the people will most hkely “be called in" to solve 
“practical economic problems” (see the article “Problems of 
Russia’s Economic Development” by Mr Yuzhakov in 
Russkoye Bogatstvo, No 11) aud meanwhile—meanwhile the 
workers must wait, must rely on the friends of the people 
and not begin, with "unjustified self-assurance," an inde- 
pendent struggle against the exploiters Desiring to strike 
a deathblow at this “unjustified selt-assurance," our author 
waxes highly indignant at "this science that can almost fit 
into a pocket dictionary " How terrible, indeed! Science— 
and Social-Democratic penny pamphlets that can fit into 
the pocket!! Is ıt not obvious how unyustifiably self-assured 
are those who value science only insofar as it teaches the 
exploited to wage an independent struggle for their eman- 
cipation, teaches them to keep away trom all “friends of 
the people" engaged 1n glossing over class antagonisms and 
desirous of talang the whole business upon themselves— 
those who, therelore, expound this science 1n penny publi- 
cations which so shock the philistines? How different it 
would be if the workers placed their fate in the hands of 
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the “friends of the people”! They would show them a real, 
voluminous, university and philistine science, they would 
acquaint them in detail with a social organisation that 
conforms to human nature, provided only—the workers 
agreed to wait and did not themselves begin the struggle 
with such unjustified self-assurance! 


Before passing to the second part of Mr Mikhailovsky's 
"criticism," which this time 1s not directed against Marx's 
theory 1n general but against the Russian Social-Democrats 
in particular, we shall have to make a httle digression 
When criticising Marx, Mr Mikhailovsky not only made no 
attempt to give an exact exposition of Marx’s theory but 
horribly distorted it, and in just the same way he now 
most unscrupulously garbles the ideas of the Russian Social- 
Democrats The truth must be restored This can be done 
most conveniently by comparing the ideas of the earlier Rus- 
Sian socialists with the ideas of the Social-Democrats I 
borrow an account of the former from an article by Mr Mı- 
khailovsky 1n Russkaya Mysl, 1892, No 6, 1n which he also 
spoke of Marxism (and spoke of 1t—be 1t said in reproach 
to him—1n a decent tone, without dealing with problems 
which, 1n a censored press, can be treated only ın Burenin 
fashion, without confusing the Marxists with all sorts of 
riffraff) and expounded his own views ın opposition to Marx- 
ism—or, at least, 1f not ın opposition to, then parallel to 
Marxism Of course, I have not the least desire to offend 
either Mr Mikhailovsky, by classing him among the social- 
ists, or the Russian socialists, by putting Mr Mikhailovsky 
on a par with them, but I think that the line of argument 
ìs esserítially the same ın both cases, the difference being 
only in the degree of firmness, straightforwardness and 
consistency of their convictions 

Describing the ideas of Otechestvenniye Zapiski, Mr 
Mikhailovsky wrote “We included the ownership of the land 
by the tiller and of the implements of labour by the producer 
among moral and political ideals " The point of departure, 
ás you see, 18 most well-intentioned, inspired by the best 
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wishes “The medieval forms of labour* still existing in 
our country had been seriously shaken, but we saw no reason 
to put a complete end to them for the sake of any doctrine 
whatever, liberal or non-liberal ” 

Strange argument! Obviously, “forms of labour” of any kind 
cau be shaken only 1f they are superseded by some other forms, 
yet we do not find our author (nor would we find any of 
his like-minded friends, for that matter) even attempting to 
analyse and to explain these new forms, or to ascertain why 
they supplant the old Stranger still 1s the second half of the 
tirade “We saw no reason to put an end to these forms for 
the sake of any doctrine " What means do “we” (1e, the 
socialists—see the above reservation) possess to “put an 
end” to forms of labour, that 1s, to reconstruct the exist- 
ing production relations between the members of society? Is 
not the idea of remaking these relations 1n accordance with 
a doctrine absurd? Lasten to what comes next, “Our task 13 
not to rear, out of our own national depths, a civilisation 
that 1s positively ‘original’, but neither is ıt to trans- 
plant Western civilisation to our own country in toto, 
together with all the contradictions that are teanng it 
apart, we must take what 1s good from wherever we can, and 
whether it be our own or foreign is not a matter of prin- 
ciple, but of practical convenience Surely, this 1s so sim- 
ple, clear and understandable that there 1s nothing even 
to discuss " Indeed, how simple it 1s! "Take" what 1s good 
from everywhere—and the trick 1s done! From the medieval 
forms "take" the labourer's ownership of the means of pro- 
duction, and from the new (1e, capitalist) forms "take" 
hberty, equality, enlightenment and culture And there 1s 
nothing to discuss! Here the whole subjective method in 
sociology is as clear as daylight sociology starts with a 
utopia—the labourer's ownership of the land—and indicates 
the conditions for realising the desirable, namely, “take” what 
is good from here and from there This philosopher takes a 
purely metaphysical view of social relations as of a simple 


* “By medieval forms of labour"—the author explains in another 
lace— are meant not only communal landownership, handicraft 
industry and artel organisation. All these are undoubtedly medieval 
forms but to them must be added all forms of ownership of land or 
unplements of production by the labourer " 
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mechanical aggregation of various institutions, a simple 
mechanical concatenation of various phenomena He plucks 
out one of these phenomena—the cultivator’s ownership of 
the land in its medieval forms—and thinks that it can 
be transplanted to all other forms, just as a brick can be 
transterred from one building to another But that ıs not 
studying social relations, it 15 mutilating the material to 
be studied In reality, there was no such thing as the cul- 
tivator’s ownership of the land existing separately and 
independently, as you have taken 1t, 1t was only one of the 
links 1n the then existing production relations, which con- 
sisted 1n the land being divided up among large landed pro- 
prietors, landlords, who allotted 1t to the peasants 1n order 
to exploit them, so that the land was, as 1t were, wages 1n 
kind ıt provided the peasant with necessary products, so 
that he might be able to produce a surplus product for the 
landlord, 1t provided the means for the peasants to render 
feudal service to the landlord Why did the author not fol- 
low up this system of production relations, instead of con- 
fimng himself to plucking out one phenomenon and thus pre- 
senting ıt ın an absolutely false hght? Because the author 
does not know how to handle social problems he (I repeat, 
I am using Mr Mikhailovsky's arguments only as an example 
for criticising Russian socialism as a whole) does not set 
out at all to explain the then existing “forms of labour" and to 
present them as a definite system of production relations, as 
a definite social formation To use Marx's expression, the 
dialectical method, which requires us to regard society asa 
hving organism in its functioning and development, is 
alien to him 

Without even asking himself why the old forms of labour 
are supplanted by the new, he repeats exactly the same error 
when he discusses these new forms For him 1t 1s enough to 
note that these forms “shake” the cultivator’s ownership of 
the land—that 1s, speaking more generally, find expression 
1n the separation of the producer from the means of produc- 
tion—and to condemn this for not conforming to the ideal 
And here again his argument ıs utterly absurd he plucks 
out one phenomenon (land dispossession), without even at- 
lempting to present 1t as an element of a now different system 
of production relations based on commodity economy, which 
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necessarily begets competition among the commodity pro- 
ducers, inequality, the ruin of some and the enrichment of 
others He noted one thing, the ruin of the masses, and put 
aside the other, the enrichment of the minority, and this 
made 1t impossible for him to understand either 

And such methods he calls "seeking answers to the ques- 
tions of life clothed ın flesh and blood" (Russkoye Bogatst- 
vo, 1894, No 1), when, as a matter of fact, quite the contra- 
ry 18 the case unable and unwilling to explain reality, to 
look it straight ın the face, he ignominiously fled from 
these questions of life, with its struggle of the propertied 
against the propertyless, to the realm of innocent utopias 
This he calls “seeking answers to the questions of life in the 
ideal treatment of their burning and complex actual reality” 
(Russkoye Bogatstvo, No 1), when, as a matter of fact, he did 
not even attempt to analyse and explain this actual reahty 

Instead, he presented us with a utopia contrived by 
senselessly plucking individual elements from various social 
formations—taking one thing from the medieval form, anoth- 
er from the “new” form, and so on It 1s obvious that a the- 
ory based on this was bound to stand aloof from actual so- 
cial evolution, for the simple reason that our utopians had to 
live and act not under social relations formed from elements 
taken from here and from there, but under those which deter- 
mine the relation of the peasant to the kulak (the enterpris- 
ing muzhik), of the handicraftsman to the buyer-up, of the 
worker to the factory owner, and which they completely 
failed to understand Their attempts and efforts to remould 
these un-understood relations in accordance with their 
ideal were bound to end in failure 

Such, 1n very general outline, was how the problem of 
socialism stood 1n Russia when “the Russian Marxists ap- 
peared on the scene.” 

What they began with was a criticism of the subjective 
methods of the earlier socialists Not satisfied with mere- 
ly stating the fact of exploitation and condemning it, they 
desired to explain ıt Seeing that the whole post-Reform 
history of Russia consisted 1n the ruin of the masses and the 
enrichment of a minority, observing the colossal expropria- 
tion of the small producers side by side with universal 
technical progress, noting that these polarising tendencies 
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arose and increased wherever, and to the extent that, com- 
modity economy developed and became consohdated, they 
could not but conclude that they were confronted with a bour- 
geois (capitalist) organisation of social economy, necessarily 
giving rise to the expropriation and oppression of the masses 
Their practical programme was directly determined by 
this conviction, this programme was to join 1n the struggle 
of the proletariat against the bourgeoisie, the struggle of 
the propertyless classes against the propertied, which con- 
stitutes the principal content of economic reality in Rus- 
sia, from the most out-of-the-way village to the most up-to- 
date and perfected factory How were they to join 1n? The 
answer was again suggested by reality Capitalism had 
brought the principal branches of industry to the stage of 
large-scale machine industry, by thus socialising produc- 
tion, 1t had created the material conditions for a new sys- 
tem and had at the same time created a new social force—the 
class of factery workers, the urban proletariat Being sub- 
jected to the same bourgeois exploitation—for such, in 
its economic essence, 1s the exploitation to which the whole 
working population of Russia 1s subjected—this class, how- 
ever, has been placed in a special, favourable position 
as far as 1ts emancipation ıs concerned 1t no longer has any 
ties with the old society based entirely on exploitation, the 
very conditions of 1ts labour and the circumstances of life 
organise 1t, compel 1t to think and enable ıt to step into the 
arena of political struggle It was only natural that the 
Social-Democrats should direct all their attention to, and 
base all their hopes on, this class, that they should reduce 
their programme to the development of its class conscious- 
ness, and direct all their activities towards helping it mse 
to wage a direct political struggle against the present re- 
gime, and towards drawing the whole Russian proletariat 
into this struggle 


Let us now see how Mr Mikhailovsky fights the Social- 
Democrats What arguments does he level against their 
theoretical views, against their political, socialist activity? 

The theoretical views of the Marxists are set forth by 
the critic in the following manner 
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“The truth" (the Marxists are represented as declaring) 
“s that ın accordance with the immanent laws of historical 
necessity Russia will develop her own capitalist production, 
with. all 1ts inherent contradictions and the swallowing up 
of the small capitalists by the large, and meanwhile the 
muzhik, divorced from the land, will turn into a proletarian, 
unite, become ‘socialised,’ and the trick 1s done, the hat 
reappears, and 1t only remains to put the hat on the head 
of now happy mankind ” 

And so, if you please, the Marxists do not differ ın any way 
from the “friends of the people" ın their conception of realı- 
ty, they differ only 1n their idea of the future they do not 
deal at all, ıt appears, with the present, but only with 
“prospects " There can be no doubt that this ıs Mr Mikhai- 
lovsky s idea, the Marxists, he says, "are fully convinced 
that there 1s nothing utopian in their forecasts of the fu- 
ture, and that everything has been weighed and measured 1n 
accordance with the strict dictates of science", finally and 
even more explicitly the Marxists "believe in, and pro- 
fess, the 1mmutability of an abstract historical scheme ” 

In a word, we have before us that most banal and vulgar 
accusation against the Marxists long employed by all who 
have nothing substantial to bring against their views “The 
Marxists profess the immutability of an abstract histori- 
cal scheme!!” 

But this 1s a downright he and invention! 

No Marxist has ever argued anywhere that there “must 
be” capitalism ın Russia ‘ because" there was capitalism in 
the West, and so on No Marxist has ever regarded Marx's 
theory as some universally compulsory philosophical scheme 
of history, as anything more than an explanation of a 
particular social-economic formation Only Mr Mikhailov- 
sky, the subjective philosopher, has managed to display such 
a lack of understanding of Marx as to attribute to him a uni- 
versal philosophical theory, and in reply to this, he re- 
ceived from Marx the quite explicit explanation that he 
was knocking at the wrong door No Marxist has ever based 
his Social-Democratic views on anything but the conformity 
of theory with reality and the history of the given, 1e, 
the Russian, social and economic relations, and he could not 
have done so, because this demand on theory was quite def L- 
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nitely and clearly proclaimed and made the corner-stone of the 
whole doctrine by the founder of “Marxism” himself—Marx 
Of course, Mr Mikhailovsky may refute these statements 
as much as he pleases, by arguing that he has heard “with 
his own eais" the profession of an abstract historical scheme 
But what does it matter to us, Social-Democrats, or 
to anybody else, that Mr Mikhailovsky has had occasion to 
hear all sorts of absurd nonsense from people he has talked 
to? Does ıt not merely show that he is very fortunate 1n 
the choice of the people he talks to, and nothing more? It 
is very possible, of course, that the witty interlocutors 
of the witty philosopher called themselves Marxists, Social- 
Democrats, and so forth—but who does not know that 
nowadays (as was noted long ago) every scoundrel likes to 
array himself ın “red” garments?* And if Mr Mikhailovsky 
18 so perspicacious that he cannot distinguish these "mum- 
mers" from Marxists, or if he has understood Marx so pro- 
foundly as not to have noticed this criterron— most emphati- 
cally advanced by Marx—of the whole doctrine (the formu- 
lation of “what 1s going on before our eyes"), 1t only proves 
again that Mr Mikhailovsky 1s not clever, and nothing else 
At any rate, since he undertook a polemic in the press 
against the “Social-Democrats,” he should have had 1n mind 
the group of socialists who have long borne that name and 
have borne ıt alone—so that others cannot be confused 
with them—and who have their literary representatives, 
Plekhanov and his circle ** And had he done so—and that 
obviously 1s what anybody with any decency should have 
done—and had he even consulted the first Social-Demo- 
cratic work, Plekhanov's Our Differences, he would have 
found 1n its very first pages a categorical declaration made 
by the author on behalf of all the members of the circle 
“We in no case wish to cover our programme with the 
authority of a great name" (1e, the authority of Marx) 
Do you understand Russian, Mr Mikhailovsky? Do you 
understand the difference between professing abstract 


* All this is said on the assumption that Mr Mikhailovsky has 
indeed heard professions of abstract historical schemes and has not 
invented anything But I consider it absolutely imperative in this 
une Ud to make the reservation that | give this only for what it 

wort. 


194 V I LENIN 


schemes and entirely disclaiming the authority of Marx 
when passing judgement on Russian affairs? 

Do you realise that you acted dishonestly by represent- 
ing the first opinion you happened to hear from your mter- 
locutors as Marxist, and by ignoring the published decla- 
ration made by a prominent member of Social-Democracy 
on behalf of the whole group? 

And then the declaration becomes even more explicit 

"| repeat," Plekhanov says, “that the most consistent 
Marxists may disagree 1n the appraisal of the present Rus- 
sian situation”, our doctrine 1s the “first attempt at apply- 
ing this particular scientific theory to the analysis of very 
complicated and entangled social relations ” 

It would seem difficult to speak more clearly the Marx- 
ists unreservedly borrow from Marx’s theory only its 1n- 
valuable methods, without which an elucidation of social 
relations 1s impossible, and, consequently, they see the cri- 
terion of their judgement of these relations not 1n abstract 
schemes and suchlike nonsense at all, but in its fidelity 
and conformity to reality 

Perhaps you think that in making these statements the 
author actually had something else ın mind? But that is 
not so The question he was dealing with was—“must Russia 
pass through the capitalist phase of development?” Hence, 
the question was not given a Marxist formulation at all, but 
was in conformity with the subjective methods of various 
native philosophers of ours, who see the criterion of this 
"must" 1n the policy of the authorities, or in the activi- 
ties of "society," or 1n the ideal of a society that “corre- 
sponds to human nature,” and similar twaddle So it is 
fair to ask, how should a man who believes 1n abstract 
schemes have answered such a question? Obviously, he would 
have spoken of the incontrovertibility of the dialectical 
process, of the general philosophical importance of 
Marx's theory, of the inevitability of every country passing 
through the phase of and so on and so forth 

And how did Plekhanov answer it? 

In the only way a Marxist could 

He left aside entirely the question of the “must,” as 
being an idle one that could be of interest only to subjec- 
tivists, and dealt exclusively with real social and economic 
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relations and their actual evolution And that 1s why he 
gave no direct answer to this wrongly formulated question, 
but instead replied “Russia has entered the capitalist path ” 

And Mr Mikhailovsky talks with the air of an expert 
about belief ın abstract historical schemes, about the ım- 
manent laws of necessity, and similar incredible nonsense! 
And he calls this “a polemic against the Social-Democrats"!! 

If this 1s a polemicist, then I simply cannot understand 
what a windbag is! 

One must also observe 1n connection with Mr Mikhailov- 
sky's argument quoted above that he presents the views of 
the Social-Democrats as being “Russia will develop her 
own capitalist production ” Evidently, in the opimon of 
this philosopher, Russia has not got “her own” capitalist 
production The author apparently shares the opimon that 
Russian capitalism 1s confined to one and a half million 
workers We shall later on again meet with this childish 
idea of our “friends of the people,” who class all the oth- 
er forms of exploitation of free labour under heaven knows 
what heading “Russia will develop her own capitalist pro- 
duction with all its inherent contradictions, and mean- 
while the muzhik, separated from the land, will turn into a 
proletarian ” The farther in the wood, the more trees there 
are! So there are no “inherent contradictions” in Russia? 
Or, to put it plainly, there 1s no exploitation of the mass 
of the people by a handful of capitalists, there 1s no ruin 
of the vast majority of the population and no enrich- 
ment of a few? The muzhik has still to be separated from 
the land? But what 1s the entire post-Reform history of 
Russia, 1f. not the wholesale expropriation of the peasantry, 
proceeding with unparalleled intensity? One must possess 
great courage indeed to say such things publicly And Mr 
Mikhailovsky possesses that courage “Marx dealt with a 
ready-made proletariat and a ready-made capitalism, whereas 
we have still to create them " Russia has still to create a 
proletanat?! In Russia—the only country where such a hope- 
less poverty of the masses and such shameless exploitation of 
the working people can be found, which has been compared 
(and legitimately so) to England as regards the condition 
of the poor, and where the starvation ol millions of people 
18 a permanent thing existing side by side, for instance, 
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with a steady increase in the export of grain—in Russia 
there ıs no proletariat!! 

I think Mr Mikhailovsky deserves to have a monument 
erected to him 1n his own lifetime for these classic words! * 

We shall, incidentally, see later that it 1s a constant 
and most consistent tactic of the "friends of the people" 
to shut their eyes pharisaically to the intolerable condition 
of the working people 1n Russia, to depict this condition as 
having merely been "shaken," so that only the efforts of 
“cultured society" and the government are needed for every- 
thing to be put on the nght track These knights think 
that if they shut their eyes to the fact that the condition 
of the working masses ıs bad not because 1t has been "shak- 
en," but because these masses are being shamelessly robbed 
by a handful of exploiters, that 1f they bury their heads 1n 
the sand like ostriches so as not to see these exploiters, 
the exploiters will disappear And when the Social-Democrats 
tell them that 1t 1s shameful cowardice to fear to look re- 
ality in the face, when they take the fact of expl'oitation 
as their starting-point and say that its only possible ex- 
planation lies in the bourgeois organisation of Russian 
society, which is splitting the mass of the people into a 
proletariat and a bourgeoisie, and in the class character 
of the Russian state, which 1s nothing but the organ of the 
rule of this bourgeoisie, and that therefore the only way 
out lies in the class struggle of the proletariat against the 
bourgeoisie—these "friends of the people" begin to howl 
that the Social-Democrats want to dispossess the people of 
their land!! that they want to destroy our people's econom- 
1c organisation!! 

We now come to the most outrageous part of all this 
indecent, to say the least, “polemic,” namely, Mr Mikhai- 


* But perhaps here, too Mr Mikhailovsky may try to wriggle 
out by declaring that he had no intention of saying that there was 
no proletariat at all in Russia, but only that there was no capitalist 
pro etariat? Is that so? Then why did you not say so? The whole question 
s one of whether the Russian proletariat is a proletariat characteristic 
of the roa ha or of some other organisation of social economy 
Who is to blame if in the course of two whole articles you did not 
utter a word about this the only serious and umportant question, 
but preferred instead to talk all sorts of nonsense, and reach the 
craziest conclusions? 
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lovsky's “criticism” (?) of the political activities of the 
Social-Democrats Everybody realises that the activi- 
ties carried on among the workers by socialists and agita- 
tors cannot be honestly discussed in our legal press, and 
that the only thing a decent censored periodical can do 1n 
this connection 1s to “maintain a tactful silence” Mr Mi- 
khailovsky has forgotten this very elementary rule, and has 
not scrupled to use his monopoly contact with the read- 
ing public ın order to sling mud at the socialists 

However, means of combating this unscrupulous critic 
will be found even if outside of legal publications 

“As far as I understand," Mr. Mikhailovsky says with 
assumed naivete, “the Russian Marxists can be divided into 
three categories Marxist spectators (indifferent observers 
of the process), passive Marxists (they only ‘allay the birth 
pangs”, they “are not interested ın the people on the land, 
and direct their attention and hopes to those who are al- 
ready separated from the means of production"), and active 
Marxists (who bluntly insist on the further ruin of the 
countryside) " 

What 1s this?! Mr Critic must surely know that the 
Russian Marxists are socialists whose point of departure 
1s the view that the reality of our environment 1s capital- 
ist society, and that there ıs only one way out of 1t—the 
class struggle of the proletariat against the bourgeoisie How, 
then, and on what grounds, does he mix them up with some 
sort of senseless vulgarity? What mght (moral, of course) 
has he to extend the term Marxists to people who obvious- 
ly do not accept the most elementary and fundamental tenets 
of Marxism, people who have never and nowhere acted 
asa distinct group and have never and nowhere announced 
a programme of their own? 

Mr Mikhailovsky has left himself a number of loopholes 
for justifying such outrageous methods 

“Perhaps,” he jokes with the easy alr of a society fop, 
“these are not real Marxists, but they consider and proclaim 
themselves as such " Where have they proclaimed it, and 
when? In the liberal and radical salons of St Petersburg? 
In private letters? Be ıt so Well, then, talk to them in 
your salons and in your correspondence! But you come out 
publicly and 1n the press against people who (under the ban- 
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ner of Marxism) have never come out publicly anywhere And 
you have the effrontery to claim that you are polemising 
against “Social-Democrats,” although you know that this 
name 1s borne only by one group of revolutionary socialists, 
and that nobody else should be confused with them!* 

Mr Mikhailovsky twists and turns hke a schoolboy 
caught red-handed I am not the least to blame here—he 
tries to make the reader believe—1 ‘heard ıt with my own 
ears and saw 1t with my own eyes ” Excellent! We are quite 
willing to believe that there ıs nobody ın your field of 
vision but vulgarians and scoundrels But what have we, 
Social-Democrats, to do with ıt? Who does not know that 
“at the present time, when” not only socialist activity, but 
any social activity that 1s at all independent and honest 
evokes political persecution—for every one actually work- 
ing under some banner—be ıt Narodovolism," Marxism, 
or even, let us say, constitutionalism—there are several score 
phrase-mongers who under cover of that name conceal their 
liberal cowardice, and, ın addition, perhaps, several down- 
right rascals who are feathering their own nests? Is 1t not 
obvious that only the meanest vulgarity could make any of 
these trends responsible for the fact that 1ts banner 1s be- 
ing soiled (privately and secretly, at that) by all sorts 
of mffraff? Mr Mikhailovsky's whole argument 1s one chain 
of distortions, misrepresentations, and manipulations We 
saw above that he completely distorted the "truths" which 
are the Social-Democrats' starting-point, presenting them 


* I shall dwell on at least one factual reference which occurs in 
Mr Mikhailovsky s article Anybody who has read that article will 
have to admit that he includes even Mr Skvortsov (author of T'he Eco- 
nomic Causes of Starvation) among the “Marxists Bul, as a matter of 
fact, this gentleman does not call himself a Marxist and the most ele- 
mentary acquaintance with the works of the Social-Democrats 13 
sufficient for anybody to see that from their standpoint he is nothing 
but a most vulgar bourgeois What sort of Marxist 1s he 1f he does 
not understand that the social environment for which he projects 
his progressive schemes 1s a bourgeois environment, and that therefore 
all agricultural improvements actually to be observed even 1n peasant 
farming are bourgeois progress, which improves the position of 
a minority but proletarianises the masses! What sort of Marxist 1s 
he if he does not understand that the state to which he addresses his 
projects is a class state, capable only of supporting the bourgeoisie 
and oppressing the proletariat! 
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in a way in which no Maixist at any time or place has, or 
could have, presented them And if he had set forth the 
actual Social-Democratic conception of Russian reality, 
he could not but have seen that one can “conform” to 
these views in only one way, namely, by helping to develop 
the class consciousness ot the proletariat, by organising 
and uniting ıt for the political struggle against the present 
regime He has, however, one other trick up his sleeve 
With an air of injured innocence he pharisaically hfts up 
his eyes to heaven and unctuously declares “I am very 
glad to hear that But I cannot understand what you are 
protesting against” (that 1s exactly what he says in Rus- 
skoye Bogatstvo, No 2) “Read my comment on passive Marx- 
ists more attentively and you will see that Isay from the 
ethical standpoint, no objection can be made ” 

This, of course, 1s nothing but a rehash of his former 
wretched subtertuges 

Tell us, please, how one would characterise the conduct 
of a person who declared that he was criticising social- 
revolutionary Narodism (at a time when no other type of 
Narodism had yet appeared—I take such a period), and 
who proceeded to say approximately the following 

“The Narodniks, as far as I understand, are divided in- 
to three categories the consistent Narodniks, who com- 
pletely accept the ideas of the muzhik and, 1n exact accord- 
ance with his desires, make a general principle of the birch 
and wife-beating and generally further the abominable policy 
of the government of the knout aud the club, which, you 
know, has been called a people’s policy, then, shall we say, 
the cowardly Narodmks, who are not interested 1n the opin- 
ions of the muzhik, and are only striving to transplant to 
Russia an alien revolutionary movement by means of asso- 
Ciations and suchhke— against which, however, no objec- 
tion can be made from the ethical standpoint, unless it 
be the slipperiness of the path, which may easily convert a 
cowardly Narodnik into a consistent or courageous one, and, 
lastly, the courageous Narodniks, who carry out to the full 
the people’s ideals of the enterprising muzhik, and accord- 
ingly settle on the land 1n order to live as kulaks 1n good ear- 
nest " All decent people, of course, would characterise this 
as vile and vulgar scoífing And if, furthermore, the person 
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who said such things could not be rebutted by the Narod- 
niks in the same press; if, moreover, the ideas of these 
Narodniks had hitherto been expounded only illegally, 
so that many people had no exact idea of what they were 
and might easily believe whatever they were told about 
the Narodniks—then whoever would agree that such a 
person i$ 

But perhaps Mr Mikhailovsky himself has not yet quite 
forgotten the word that fits here 


But enough! Many similar insinuations by Mr Mikhai- 
lovsky still remain, but I know of no job more fatiguing, 
more thankless and more disgusting than to have to wade 
through this filth, to collect insinuations scattered here 
and there, to compare them and to search for at least one 
serious objection 


Enough! 
April 1894 
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PUBLISHER'S NOTE“ 


In the text of the article the reader will find references 
to a further examination of certain questions, whereas 
actually no such examination 1s made 

The reason 1s that the present article 1s only the first 
part of a reply to articles in Russkoye Bogatstvo about 
Marxism Acute shortage of time prevented the timely ap- 
pearance of this article, but we do not consider 1t possible 
to delay any longer, we are two months late as ıt ıs That 
is why we have decided to issue an examination of Mr 
Mikhailovsky's “criticism” in the meantime without waiting 
until the whole article is printed 

In the 2nd and 3rd parts, now in course of prepara- 
tion, the reader will find, 1n addition to the examination 
here presented, a further one dealing with the social and eco- 
nomic views of other leading figures of Russkoye Bogatstvo, 
Messrs Yuzhakov and S Krivenko, in connection with 
an essay on the economic situation ın Russia and the “ideas 
and tactics of the Social-Democrats” that follow therefrom 
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NOTF TO THE PRESENT FDITION* 


The present edition 1s an exact reproduction of the first 
Having had no share whatever ın compiling the text, we 
have not considered ourselves entitled to alter ıt ın any 
way and have confined ourselves simply to the work of 
publication Our motive for undertaking this work has been 
the confidence that the present pamphlet will serve to 
bring about some revival of our Social-Democratic propa- 
ganda 

Believing that one indispensable corollary of Social- 
Democratic convictions should be a readiness to promote 
such propaganda, we appeal to all who share the views of 
the author of the present pamphlet to assist by every means 
(especially, of course, by republication) in securing the 
widest possible circulation both of the present work and 
of all organs of Marxist propaganda 1n general The present 
moment ıs particularly opportune Russkoye Bogatstvo 
1S assuming an increasingly provocative tone towards us 
In an effort to paralyse the spread of Social-Democratic 
ideas 1n society, that magazine has gone so far as to accuse 
us outright of being indifferent to the interests of the pro- 
letariat and of insisting on the ruination of the masses 
We make bold to think that by such methods it will only 
injure itself and pave the way for our victory However, 
1t should not be forgotten that these slanderers command 
all the material means for the most widespread propaganda 
of their slanders They possess a magazine with a circula- 
tion of several thousand, they have reading-rooms and li- 
braries at their disposal Hence, if we are to prove to our 
enemies that even the advantages of a privileged position 
do not always ensure the success of insinuation, we must 
exert our every effort We are fully confident that this 
effort will be forthcoming 

July 1894 


PART III 
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Let us, ın conclusion, make the acquaintance of Mr 
Krivenko, another ‘friend of the people,” who also launches 
open war against the Social-Democrats 

However, we shall not examine his articles (“Our Cultural 
Free Lances,” in No 12, 1893, and "Travel Letters,” in 
No 1, 1894) as we did those of Messrs Mikhailovsky and 
Yuzhakov An analysis in toto of their articles was es- 
sential to get a clear idea, ın the first case, of the sub- 
stance of their objections to materialism and Marxism in 
general, and, in the second, of their political-economic 
theories Now, to get a complete idea of the “friends of the 
people,” we shall have to acquaint ourselves with their 
tactics, their practical proposals and their political pro- 
gramme This programme they have not anywhere set forth 
directly and as consistently and fully as they have set out 
their theoretical views I am therefore obliged to take ıt 
from various articles in a magazine whose contributors 
are unanimous enough not to contradict each other I shall 
give preference to the above-mentioned articles of Mr 
Krivenko’s merely because they furnish more material 
and because their author 1s as typical of the magazine us 
a practical man and a politician, as Mr Mikhailovsky 1s 
a socialist and Mr Yuzhakov is an economist 

However, before passing on to their programme, there 
18 one more theoretical point we consider it absolutely 
essential to deal with We have seen how Mr Yuzhakov 
disposes of matters with meaningless phrases about people’s 
land renting that supports people's economy, etc , using 
them to cover up the fact that he does not understand the eco- 
nomic life of our peasants He did not deal with the handicraft 
industries, but confined himself to data on the growth of 
large-scale iactory industry Now Mr Krivenko repeats 
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exactly the same sort of phrases about handicraft ın- 
dusuies He flatly contrasts “our people's industry,” 1e, 
handicraft industries, to capitalist industry (No 12, pp 
180-81) "People's production” (sic!), says he, “in the major- 
ity of cases arises naturally," whereas capitalist industry 
“s very often created artificially " In another passage he 
contrasts "small-scale people's industry" to "large-scale, 
capitalist 1ndustry " If you were to ask what 1s the distin- 
guishing feature of the former, you would only learn that 
it 18 "small"* and that the instruments of labour are united 
with the producer (I borrow this latter definition from Mr 
Mikhailovsky's above-mentioned article) But this 13 cer- 
tainly far from defining its economic organisation—and, 
moreover, 18 absolutely untrue Mr Krivenko says, for exam- 
ple, that “small-scale people’s industry to this day yields 
a much larger total output and employs more hands than 
large-scale capitalist industry” The author ıs evidently 
referring to data on the number of handicraftsmen, which 
is as many as 4 million, or, according to another estimate, 
7 million But who does not know that the form of economy 
predominating in our handicraft industries 1s the domestic 
system of large-scale production? that the bulk of the handi- 
craftsmen occupy a position ın production that 1s not 1nde- 
pendent at all, but completely dependent, subordinate, 
that they do not process their own material but that of the 
meichant, who merely pays the handicraftsman a wage? 
Data on the predominance of this form have been cited 
even in legal literature Let me quote, for example, the 
excellent work by the well-known statistician, S Kharr- 
zomenov, published ın Yuridichesky Vestnik** (1883, Nos 
11 and 12) Summanising the published data on our handicraft 
industries in the central gubernias, where they are most 
highly developed, S Kharizomenov reached the conclusion 
that there 1s an absolute predominance of the domestic 
system of large-scale production, 1e , an unquestionably 
capitalist form of industry “Defining the economic role 
of small-scale independent industry," he says, "we arrive 


* The only other thing you would learn 1s this “From it may de- 
velop a real (sic!) people s industry,” says Mr Krivenko A common 
trick of the friends of the people is to utter idle and senseless 
phrases instead of giving a precise and direct description of reality 
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at the following conclusions in Moscow Gubernia 86 5% 
of the annual turnover of handicraft industry 1s accounted 
for by the domestic system of large-scale production, and 
only 135% by small-scale independent industry In the 
Alexandrov and Pokrov uyezds of Vladimir Gubernia, 96% of 
the annual turnover of handiciaft industry falls to the share 
of the domestic system of large-scale production and manu- 
facture, and only 4% 1s accounted for by small-scale in- 
dependent industry ” 

Nobody, as far as we know, has tried to refute these facts, 
nor can they be refuted How, then, can one ignore these 
facts, and say nothing about them, call such industry “peo- 
ple's" ın contradistinction to capitalist, and talk about 
the possibility of its developing into real industry? 

There can be only one explanation of this direct 1gnor- 
ing of facts, namely, the general tendency of the "friends 
of the people," as of all Russian liberals, to gloss over class 
antagonism and the exploitation of the working people 
in Russia by representing all this as just plain detects " 
But perhaps, an additional cause hes in so profound a 
knowledge of the subject as 1s revealed, for instance, by 
Mr Knvenko when he calls the "Pavlovo cutlery trade"— 
“a trade of a semi-artisan character” The lengths of dis- 
tortion to which the “friends of the people” will go are 
simply phenomenal! How can one speak here of artisan char- 
acter, when the Pavlovo cutlers produce for the market 
and not to order? Or perhaps Mr Krivenko regards as artı- 
san industry the system under which a merchant orders 
articles from the handicraftsman and then sends them to 
Nizhm-Novgorod Fair? Funnily enough, this seems to be 
the case As a matter of fact, the making of cutlery has least 
of all (compared with other Pavlovo industries) preserved the 
small-scale handicraft form, with its (seeming) independence 
of the producers “The production of table and industrial 
cutlery,”* says N F Annensky, "1s already largely ap- 
proaching the factory, or, more correctly, the manufactory 
form " Of the 396 handicraftsmen engaged in the making 
of table cutlery in Nizhm-Novgorod Guberma, only 62 


* The largest of the Pavlovo trades which produces 900 000 ru- 
bles worth of goods out of a total output of 2,750,000 rubles 
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(16%) work fer the market, 273 (6996) work for a master, 
and 61 (15%) are wage-workers Hence, only one-sixth of 
them are not directly enslaved to an employer As to the 
other branch of the cutlery industry—the production of 
folding-knives (penknives)—the same author says that 
it “occupies a position midway between the table-knife and 
the lock the majority of the handicraftsmen 1n this branch 
are working fora master, but along with them there are 
still quite a number of independent handicraftsmen who 
have to do with the market ” R 

In Nizhm-Novgorod Gubernia there are in all 2,552 
handicraftsmen producing this sort of cutlery, of whom 
48% (1,236) work for the market, 42% (1,058) work for a 
master, and 10% (258) are wage-workers Consequently, 
here too the independent (?) handicraftsmen are in the 
minority And those who work for the market are, of course, 
only apparently independent, actually they are no less 
enslaved to the capital of buyers-up If we take the data 
for the industries of the entire Gorbatov Uyezd, Nizhm- 
Novgorod Gubernia, where 21,983 working people, or 84 5%, 
of all who work,** are engaged in industries, we get the 
following (exact data on the economics of the industry are 
available for only 10,808 workers, ın the following indus- 
tries metal, leather goods, saddlery, felt, and hemp spin- 
ning) 35 696 of the handicraftsmen work for the market, 
46 796 work for a master, and 17 796 are wage-workers 
2018, here too we see the predominance of the domestic sys- 
tem of large-scale production, the predominance of relations 
under which labour ws enslaved to capital 

Another reason why the “friends of the people” so 
freely ignore facts of this kind 1s that their conception of 
capitalism has not advanced beyond the commonplace vul- 
gar idea that a capitalist ıs a wealthy and educated employ- 
er who runs a large machine enterprise—and they refuse to 


* Te, for the merchant who supphes the handicraftsmen with 
materials and pays them ordinary wages for their labour 

** Exceptionalist Russian economists, who measure Russian capi- 
talism by the number of factory workers (sic!), unceremoniously classify 
these working people, and the multitudes like them, as part of the 
agricultural population, who do not suffer from the yoke of capital, 
but from pressure artificially exerted on the "people's system" (???!!) 
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consider the scientific content of the term [n the preced- 
ing chapter we saw that Mr Yuzhakov dates the beginning of 
capitalism directly fiom machine industry, omitting simple 
co-operation and manufacture This is a widespread error, 
which, incidentally, results ur the capitalist organisation 
of our handicraft industiies being ignored 

It goes without saying that the domestic system of large- 
scale production 1s a capitalist form of industry here 
we have all its features—commodity economy already at 
a high level of development, the concentration of the means 
of production 1n the hands of individuals, and the expro- 
priation of the mass of the workers, who have no means of 
production of their own and therefore apply their labour to 
those of others, working not for themselves but for the 
capitalist Obviously, ın its organisation, handicraft 1n- 
dustry ıs pure capitalism, it differs from large-scale 
machine industry in being technically backward (chiefly 
because of the preposterously low wages) and in the fact 
that the workers retain diminutive farms Tins latter cir- 
cumstance particularly confuses the ‘frends of the people,” 
who, as befits true metaphysicians, are accustomed to think 
in naked and direct contrasts "Yea, yea—nay, nay, and 
whatsoever 1s more than these comes from the evil one” 

If the workers have no land—there 1s capitalism, if 
they have land—there 1s no capitalism And they confine 
themselves to this soothing philosophy, losing sight of 
the whole social organisation of economy and tfoigetting 
the generally-known fact that ownership of land does not in 
the least do away with the dire poverty of these landown- 
ers, who are most shamelessly robbed by other such 
“peasant” landowners 

They do not know, it seems, that capitalism—whuile 
still at a comparatively low level of developmeut— was no- 
where able to completely separate the worker from the land, 
For Western Europe, Marx established the law that only 
large-scale machine industry expropriates the worker once 
and for all It 1s therefore obvious that the stock argu- 
ment of there being no capitalism ın our country since “the 
people own land’ 15 quite meaningless, because the capital- 
ism of simple co-operation and manulacture has never been 
connected anywhere with the workers complete separa- 
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tion from the land, and yet, needless to say, 1t has not on 
that account ceased to be capitalism 

As to large-scale machine industry in Russia—and this 
form 1s rapidly being assumed by the biggest and most 1m- 
portant branches of our industry—here too, despite all the 
specific features of our hfe, 1t possesses the same prop- 
erty as everywhere in the capitalist West, namely, it 
absolutely will not tolerate the retention of the worker's 
tie with the land This fact has been proved, incidental- 
ly, by Dementyev with precise statistical material, trom 
which he has drawn (quite independently of Marx) the con- 
clusion that machine production 1s inseparably connected 
with the worker’s complete separation {10m the land This 
investigation has demonstrated oute again that Russia 1s a 
capitalist country, that the worker’s tie with the land in 
Russia 1s so fecble and unreal, and the power of the man 
of property (the money owner, the buyei-up, the rich peas- 
ant, the manufactory owner, etc) so firmly established, 
that one more technical advance will be enough for the 
“peasant” (?? who has long been living by the sale of his 
labour-power) to turn into a worker pure and simple * 
The tailure of the "friends of the people" to understand the 
economic organisation of our handicraft industries 1s far, 
however, from being confined to this Their idea even of 
those 1ndustiies where work 1s not done “for a master" 1s 
just as superficial as their idea of the cultivator (which 
we have alieady seen above) This, by the way, 1s quite 
natural in the case of gentlemen who presume to hold forth 
on questions of political economy when all they know, 1t 
seems, 1s that there 1s such a thing ın the world as means 
of production, which “may” be united with the working 
people—and that 1s very good, but which “may” also be sep- 
arated from them—and that is very bad That will not 
take you far 

Speahing of industries that are becoming capitalist and 
of those that are not (where 'small-scale production can 


* The domestic system of large-scale production 1s not only a cap- 
italist system, but the worst kind of capitalist system, one under 
which the most intense exploitation of the working people 1s com- 
bined with the minimum opportunity for the workers to wage 
a struggle for their cmancipation 
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freely exist”), Mr Krivenko says, for one thing, that in 
certain branches ‘the basic expenditure on production” 18 
very inconsiderable and that small-scale production 1s 
therefore possible He cites as an example the brick industry, 
where the expenditure, he says, may be one-fifteenth of the 
annual turnover of the brickyards ` 

As this ıs almost the only reference the author makes 
to facts (it 1s, I repeat, the most characteristic feature 
of subjective sociology that it tears a direct and preciso 
description and analysis of reality, preteiring to soar 
into the sphere of the “ideals” ot the petty bourgeois), 
let us take ıt, ın order to show what a false conception 
the “friends of the people" have of reality 

We find a description of the brick industry (the making 
of brichs from white clay) ın the economic statistics of the 
Moscow Zemstvo (Returns, Vol VII, Booh 1, Part 2, etc ) 
The industry is chiefly concentrated 1n three volosts of Bogo- 
rodskoye Uyezd, where there are 233 establishments, employ- 
ing 1,402 workers (567, or 41°, being family workers,* and 
835, or 59%, hired), with an annual aggregate output valued 
at 357,000 rubles The industry 1s an old one, but has de- 
veloped particularly dunng the past fifteen years owing 
to the building of a railway, which has greatly facilitated 
marketing Before the railway was built the family form of 
production predominated, but it 1s now giving way to the 
exploitation of wage-labour This industry, too, 18 not 
exempt from the dependence of the small industrialists on 
the bigger ones for marketing owing to “lach of funds” the 
former sell the latter their brichs (sometimes "crude"— 
unbaked) on the spot at terribly low prices 

However, we are also able to acquaint ourselves with 
the organisation of the industry apart from this dependence, 
thanks to the house-to-house census of handicraftsmen which 
1s appended to the essay, where the number of workers and the 
annual aggregate output of each establishment are indicated 

To ascertain whether the law that commodity economy 
1s capitalist. economy—1ie, 18 inevitably converted into 
the latter at a certain stage of development—apphes to 


* By "family" workers as against hired, are meant woiking mem- 
bers of the masters' families 
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this industry, we must compare the size of the establish- 
ments the problem 1s precisely one of the relation be- 
tween the small and the large establishments according to 
their role in output and their exploitation of wage-labour 
Taking the number of workers as a basis, we divide the 
establishments of the handicraftsmen into three groups Í) 
establishments employiug 1 to 5 workers (both family and 
hired), 1I) employing 6 to 10 workers, and III) employing 
over 10 workers 

Examining the size of establishments, the complement 
of workers and the value of the output 1n each group, we 
obtain the following data 
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I Employing 1-5 
workers 2 8| 25 


II Employing 6-10 
workers 7 3| 90 


UI Employing 
over 10 workers {26 4/100 


19|251| 72| 34 | 34 |167 43 | 476/92 |119 500] 
58 |249| 18 | 23/22] 4339 | 317/186 | 79 000j 


91 {260} 10] 43| 44| 2323 | 609 557 


6 0| 45| 59 |254|100 1 402/835 |357 000} 


"m 233 105 


Take a glance at these figures and you will perceive 
the bourgeois, or, what 1s the same, the capitalist organisa- 
tion of the industry the larger the establishments, the 
higher the productivity of labour** (the middle group 1s an 


* The denominators indicate the number of establishments em- 
ploying wage-workers and the number of wage-workers Same in 
the next table 

** The annual output per worker in Group I is 251 rubles, in 
11—249, in 1II—260 ^ P d i 
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exception), the greater the exploitation of wage-labour, 
the greater the concentration of production ** 

The third group, which almost entirely bases its econo- 
my on wage-labour, comprises 10% of the total number of es- 
tablishments but accounts for 44% of the aggregate output. 

This concentration of the means of production in the 
hands of a minority, which 1s connected with the expropria- 
tion of the majority (the wage-workers), explains both the 
dependence of the small producers on buyers-up (the big 
industrialists are in fact buyers-up) and the oppression 
of labour 1n this 1ndustry Hence we see that the cause of 
the expropriation of the working people and of their ex- 
ploitation hes in the production relations themselves 

The Russian Narodnik socialists, as we know, held the 
opposite view and considered that the cause of the oppres- 
sion of labour in the handicraft industries did not lie in 
production relations (which were proclaimed to be based 
on a principle which precludes exploitation), but in some- 
thing else—in policy, namely, agrarian and fiscal policy 
and so on The question arises, what was, and 1s, the basis 
of the persistence of this opinion, which has now acquired 
almost the tenacity of a prejudice? Maybe 1t 1s the prev- 
alence of a different concept of production relations in 
the handicraft industries? Not at all It persists only be- 
cause no attempt whatever is made to gwe an accurate 
and definite description of the facts, of the real forms of 
economic organisation, it persists only because the produc- 
tion relations are not singled out and submitted to an ın- 
dependent analysis In a word, ıt persists solely due to a 
failure to understand the only scientific method ot social 
science, namely, the materialist method We can now 
understand the train of thought of our old socialists As 
far as the handicraft industries are concerned, they attrib- 
ute the cause of exploitation to things lying outside pro- 
duction relations, as far as large-scale, factory capitalism 


* The proportion of establishments employing wage-labour 
is 25% 1n Group I 90% in II and 100% ın III, the proportion of 
wage-workers is 19%, 58% and 91% respectively 

** Group I, comprising 72% of the total establishments, accounts 
for 34% of the total output, H 18% of the establishments 22% of 
the output, III 10% of the establishments, 44% of the output 
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1s concerned, they could not help seeing that there the 
cause of exploitation hes precisely ın the production rela- 
tions The result was an irreconcilable contradiction, an 
incongruity, where this large-scale capitalism could have 
come from, since there was nothing capitalist in the pro- 
duction relations of the handicraft industries (which had 
not been studied!)—passed comprehension The conclusion 
follows naturally failing to understand the connection 
between handicraft and capitalist industry they contrast- 
ed the former to the latter, as “people’s” to “artificial” 
industry The idea appears that capitalism contradicts 
our "people's system"—an idea that 1s very widespread 
and was quite recently presented to the Russian public 
in a revised and improved edition by Mr Nikola: —on 
This idea persists by inertia, despite 1ts phenomenal 
ilogicahty factory capitalism 1s judged on the bass 
ot what it actually 1s 1n reality, whereas handicraft industry 
1$ judged on the basis of what 1t “might be", the former on 
the basis of an analysis of production relations, the latter 
without even an attempt to examine the production rela- 
tions separately, the matter being directly transferred to 
the sphere of politics We have only to turn to an analysis 
of these production relations to find that the "people's 
system’ consists of these very same capitalist production 
relations, although ın an undeveloped, embryonic state, 
that—1! we reject the naive prejudice that all handicrafts- 
men are equal, and accurately set forth the differences 
among them—the difference between the “capitalist” of 
the factory and works and the "handicraftsman" will at 
times prove to be less than the difference between one 
"handicraftsman" and another, and that capitalism does 
not contradict the "people's system" but ıs the direct, next 
and immediate continuation and development of it 

Perhaps, however, 1t will be argued that the example 
quoted 1s unsuitable, we may be told that the percentage of 
wage-workers ın the given case 1s altogether too lugh?* 
But, as a matter of fact, the important thing here is not 
the absolute figures but the relations they disclose, rela- 


* This ıs scarcely true of the industries of Moscow Gubernia, 
but it may be true Pese with regard tothe less developed indus- 
tries of the rest of Russia. 
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tions which are bourgeois in essence, and which dd not 
cease to be such whether their bourgeois character 1s strong- 
ly or weakly marked 

If you hke, I shall take another example—one delib- 
erately chosen for its weak bourgeois character I take 
(trom Mr. Isayev's book on the industries of Moscow Gu- 
bernia) the pottery industry, “a purely domestic industry,” 
as the prolessor calls ıt This industry may, of course, be tak- 
en as representative ol the small-scale peasant industries 
its technique is. the simplest, its equipment quite small 
and the articles 1t produces of universal and essential use. 
Well then, thanks to the house-to-house census of the potters 
giving the same particulars as im the previous case, we are 
in a position to study the economic oiganisation of this 
industry too, one that 1s undoubtedly quite typical of the 
numerous Russian small, “people’s” industries We divide the 
handicraftsmen into groups I) those employing 1 to 3 workers 
(tamily and hired), IJ) those employing 4 to 5 workers, 
and IlI) those employing over 5 workers—and make the 
same calculation 
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Obviously, the relations in this industry too—and 
similar examples could be quoted indefimtely—are bour- 
geois we find the same break-up arising out of commodity 
economy and it ıs a specifically capitalist break-up, 
leading to the exploitation of wage-labour, which already 
plays a primary part in the top group, where one-eighth of 
all the establishments and 30% of the total workers produce 
nearly one-third of the total output, and the productivity 
of labour 1s considerably above the average These production 
relations alone are enough to explain the appearame and 
power of the buyers-up We see how a minority, owning 
larger and more profitable establishments, and receiving a 
“net” 1ncome from the labour of others (1n the top group of 
potters there 1s an average of 5 5 wage-workers per establish- 
ment), accumulate "savings," while the majority are ruined, 
and even the petty masters (not to mention the wage-work- 
ers) are unable to make ends meet It 1s obvious and 1nevi- 
table that the latter should be enslaved to the former—1nev- 
itable precisely because of the capitalist character of the 
given production relations These relations are the product 
of social labour, organised by commodity economy, passes 
into the hands of individuals and 1n their hands serves as an 
instrument for oppressing and enslaving the working people, 
as a means of personal enrichment by the exploitation of the 
masses And do not think that this exploitation, this op- 
pression, is any less marked because relations of this 
kind are still poorly developed, because the accumula- 
tion of capital, concomitant with the ruination of the pro- 
ducers, 1s negligible Quite the contrary This only leads 
to cruder, serf forms of exploitation, to a situation where 
capital, not yet able to subjugate the worker directly, 
by the mere purchase of his labour-power at its value, 
enmeshes him in a veritable net of usurious extortion, 
binds him to itself by kulak methods, and as a result robs 
him not only of the surplus-value, but of an enormous part 
of his wages, too, and, what 1s more, grinds him down by 
preventing him from changing his “master,” and humiliates 
him by compelling him to regard as a boon the fact that cap- 
ital “gives” (sic!) him work It 1s obvious that not a single 
worker would ever consent to exchange his status for that of 
a Russian "independent" handicraftsman in “real,” "peo- 
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ple's" industry It 3s equally obvious that all the favourite 
measures of the Russian radicals either will not ın the least 
affect the exploitation of the working people and their 
enslavement to capital, and will remain isolated experi- 
ments (artels), or will worsen the conditions of the working 
people (inalienability of allotments), or, lastly, will only 
refine, develop and consolidate the given capitalist rela- 
tions (improvement of technique, loans, etc) 

The "friends of the people," however, will never be able 
to grasp the fact that despite its general wretchedness, 
its comparatively tiny establishments and extremely low 
productivity of labour, its primitive technique and small 
number of wage-workers, peasant industry is capitalism 
They simply cannot grasp the point that capital 1s a certain 
relation between people, a relation which remains the same 
whether the categories under comparison are at a higher 
or a lower level of development Bourgeois economists 
have never been able to understand this, they have always 
objected to such a defimtion of capital I recall how 
one of them, writing in Russkaya Mysl about Sieber's 
book (on Marx’s theory), quoted this defimtion (capital 
is a relation), and indignantly put exclamation marks 
after 1t 

To regard the categories of the bourgeois regime as eter- 
nal and natural 1s most typical of bourgeois philosophers, 
That is why, for capital, too, they adopt such definitions 
as, for example, accumulated labour that serves for further 
production—that 1s, describe 1t as au eternal category of 
human society, thereby obscuring that specific, histor- 
ically definite economic formation in which this "accumu- 
lated labour," organised by commodity economy, falls into 
the hands of those who do not work and serves for the ex- 
ploitation of the labour of others That 1s why, instead 
of an analysis and study of a definite system of production 
relations, they give us a senes of banahties applicable 
to any system, mixed with the sentimental pap of petty- 
bourgeois morality 

And now look at this— why do the “friends of the people” 
cal] this industry "people s,” and why do they contrast it 
to capitalist industry? It 1s only because these gentlemen 
are petty-bourgeois ideologists and cannot even conceive 
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that these small producers live and operate under a system 
of commodity economy (that 1s why I cal! them petty bour- 
geois) and that their relations to the market necessanly 
and inevitably split them into a bourgeoisie and a proletar- 
aat_ Why don’t you try studying the real organisation 
ol our "people's" industries instead of phrase-mongering 
about what they “might” lead to, then we will see whether 
you can find m Russia any branch of handicraft industry, 
at all developed, which 1s not organised on capitalist 
lines 

And if you do not agree that the monopolising of the 
means of production by a minority, their alienation from 
the majority, and the exploitation of wage-labour (speak- 
ing more generally, the essence of capitalism 18 the appro- 
priation by individuals of the product of social labour 
organised by commodity economy) are necessary and ade- 
quate features for this concept, then be good enough to 
give your “own” definition and your “own” history of capi- 
talism 

Actually, the orgamsation of our "people's" handicraft 
industries furnishes an excellent illustration to the general 
history of the development of capitalism. It clearly demon- 
strates the latter's origin, its inception, for example, in 
the form of simple co-operation (the top group 1n the pot- 
tery industry), 1t further shows how the "savings" that— 
thanks to commodity economy—accumulate in the hands 
of separate individuals become capital, which first monopo- 
lises marketing (“buyers-up” and traders), owing to the fact 
that only the owners of these "savings" possess the necessary 
funds for wholesale disposal, which enable them to wait 
until the goods are sold 1n distant markets, how, further, 
this merchant capital enslaves the mass of producers and 
organises capitalist manufacture, the capitalist domestic sys- 
tem of large-scale production, and how, finally, the expan- 
sion of the market and increasing competition lead to im- 
proved techniques, and how this merchant capital becomes 1n- 
dustrial capital and organises large-scale machineproduction 
And when this capital, having grown strong and enslaved mil- 
lions of working people and whole districts, begins openly 
and brazenly to exert pressure on the government and 
turns it into its lachey—our ingenious “triends of the 
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people" raise a howl about "the implanting of capitalism,” 
about its “artificial creation"! 

A timely discovery, indeed! 

So that when Mr Krivenko talks about people's, real, 
proper, etc, industry, he 1s simply trying to conceal 
the fact that our handicraft industries are nothing but capi- 
talism at various stages of development We have already 
become sufficiently acquainted with these methods in the 
case of Mr Yuzhakov, who, instead of studying the peasant 
Reform, used empty phrases about the fundamental aim of 
the momentous Manifesto,” etc, who, instead of study- 
ing land renting, dubbed ıt people's renting, and who, 
instead of studying how a home market 1s being formed tor 
capitalism, philosophised about the latter's inevitable 
collapse from lack of markets, and so on 

To show how far Messrs the ‘friends of the people” dis- 
tort the facts, I shall dwell on one more example * Our 
subjective philosophers so rarely condescend to give us 
precise references to facts that it would be unfair to 
ignore one of these most precise references of theirs, name- 
ly, the one Mr Knvenko makes (No 1, 1894) to the 
budgets of the Voronezh peasants Here, on the basis of 
data selected by themselves, we may make quite sure which 
idea of reality 1s more correct—that of the Russian radi- 
cals and “friends of the people,” or that of the Russian 
Social-Democrats 

Mr Shcherbina, a Voronezh Zemstvo statastician, appends 
to his description of peasant farming in Ostrogozhsk 
Uyezd 24 budgets of typical peasant households, and ana- 
lyses them 1n the text ** 


* Although this example concerns the break-up of the peas- 
antry, about which much has already been said, J consider 1t necessary 
to analyse their own data 1n order to show clearly what an insolent 
he 1t 18 to assert that the Social-Democrats are interested not in re- 
ality but in “prophesying the future," and what charlatan methods 
the “friends of the people” use when in their controversies with us 
they ignore the substance of our views and dispose of them with non- 
sensical phrases 

** Statistical Returns for Voronezh Gubernia, Vol Il, Part II 
Peasant Farming in Ostrogozhsk Uyezd Voronezh 1887 The budg- 
ets are giveninthe appendices pp 42-49, and the analysis in Cbap- 
ter XVIII “Composition and Budgets of Peasant Households " 


220 V I LENIN 


Mr Knvenko reproduces this analysis, failing, or rath- 
er refusing, to see that its methods are entirely unsuited 
to the purpose of getting an idea of the economy of our 
peasant farmers The fact ıs that these 24 budgets depict 
entirely different households— prosperous, middle and 
poor—as Mr Krivenko himself points out (p 159), but, 
like Mr Shcherbina, he simply employs average figures, 
lumping together the most different types of households, 
and thus completely disguises the fact of their differentia- 
ton Yet the differentiation of our small producers 1s such 
a general, such a major fact (to which the Social-Democrats 
have long been drawing the attention of Russian socialists 
See the works of Plekhanov ) that 1t 1s brought out quite 
distinctly even by the scanty data selected by Mr Krivenko 
Instead, when deahng with the farming of the peasants, 
of dividing them into categories according to the size of 
their farms and type of farming, he, like Mr Shcherbina, 
divides them into legal categories—former state and former 
landlords’ peasants—directing all his attention to the 
greater prosperity of the former as compared with the lat- 
ter, and loses sight of the fact that the differences among 
the peasants within these categories are far greater than 
the differences between the categories * To prove this, I 
divide these 24 budgets into three groups I pick out 
a) 6 prosperous peasants, then b) 11 peasants of average pros- 
perity (Nos 7 to 10 and 16 to 22 1n Shcherbina's table) 
and c) 7 poor peasants (Nos 11 to 15, 23 and 24 1n Shcher- 
bina’s table of budgets) Mr Knvenko says, for example, 
that the expenditure per farm of the former state peasants 
is 541 3 rubles, and of the former landlords’ peasants 417 7 
rubles But he overlooks the fact that the expenditures 
of different peasants are far from being equal among the 
former state peasants, for instance, there 1s one with an 
expenditure of 84 7 rubles and another with an expenditure 
ten times as large—887 4 rubles (even 1f we leave out the 

* Undoubtedly the farm of a peasant who hives exclusively by 
agricultural pursuits and employs a labourer differs in type from 
the farm of a peasant who lives as a farm labourer and gets three-fifths 
of his earnings by farm-labouiing And among these 24 peasants 
there are both types Judge for yourselves what kind of “science’ 


wall result if we lump together farm labourers and farmers who employ 
labourers, and make use of a general average! 
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German colonist with an expendituie of 1,456 2 rubles) 
What meaning can an average have if 1t 15 derived by lump- 
ıng such magmitudcs together? If we take the division into 
categories that I give, we find that the average expenditure 
per farm of a prosperous peasant 1s 855 86 rubles, of a mid- 
dle peasant 471 61 rubles, and of a poor peasant 223 78 
rubles * 

The ratio 1s, roughly, 4 2 14 

Let us proceed Following in Shcheibina’s footsteps, 
Mr Knvenko gives the expenditure on personal requirements 
among the various legal categories of peasants among the 
former state peasants, for example, the annual expenditure 
per person on vegetable food 1s 13 4 rubles, aud among the 
tormer landlords’ peasants 12 2 rubles But if we take them 
according to economic categories, the figures are a) 17 7, 
b) 14 5 and c) 131 The expenditure on meat and dairy 
produce per person among the former landlords peasants 
is 52 rubles and among the former state peasants 77 
rubles Taken by economic categories the figures aie 11 7, 
58 and 36 respectively lt 1s obvious that calculation ac- 
cording to legal categories merely conceals these huge 
divergences and nothing more It 1s, therefore, obviously 
worthless The income ot the former state peasants 1s great- 
er than the income of the former landlords’ peasants by 
53 7 per cent—says Mr Krivenko the general average (lor 
the 24 budgets) 1s 539 rubles, and for the two categories, 
over 600 rubles and about 400 rubles, respectively But 
if graded according to economic strength, the 1ncomes are 
a) 1,053 2 rubles, b) 473 8 rubles aud c) 202 4 1ubles, or a 
fluctuation of 10 2, and not 3 2 

"The capital value of a peasant farm among the former 
state peasants 1s 1,060 rubles, and among the to:mer land- 
lords’ peasants 635 rubles,” says Mr hriveuko But if we 
take the economic categories,** the figures are a) 1,737 91 
rubles, b) 786 42 rubles and c) 363 38 rubles—again a fluctua- 
tion of 10 2, and not 3 2 By dividing the “peasantry” 
into legal categories the author prevented himseli trom 


* The fluctuation in the size of the average family is much less 
a) 783 b) 836 and c) 5 28 persons per family 

** The divergence is greater stil] in the value of implements 
owned The average 1s 54 83 rubles per household But among the 
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forming a correct judgement of the economics of this "peas- 
antry " 

It we examine the farms of the various types of peas- 
ants according to economic strength, we find that the pros- 
perous families have an average income of 1,053 2 rubles, 
and expenditure of 855 86 rubles, or a net income of 
197 34 rubles The middle family has an 1ncome of 473 8 ru- 
bles and an expenditure of 471 61 rubles, or a net income 
of 2 19 rubles per farm (and that without counting credit 
debts and arrears)—obviously, 1t can barely make ends 
meet out of 11 farms, 5 have a deficit The bottom, poor, 
group run their farms at a direct loss with an income of 
202 4 rubles their expenditure 1s 223 78 rubles, which means 
a deficit of 21 38 rubles * It 1s evident that if we lump 
farms together and strike a general average (net income— 
44 11 rubles) we completely distort the real picture 
We then overlook the tact (as Mr Krivenko has done) 
that all the six prosperous peasants who secure a net 
income employ farm labourers (8 of them)—a fact which 
reveals the character of their farming (they are in process 
ot becoming capitalist farmers), which yields them a net 
come and relieves them almost entirely of the need to 
resort to “industries” These farmers all together cover 
only 65% of their budgets by industries (412 rubles out 
of a total of 6,319 5), moreover, these industries—as 
Mr Shcherbina in one place remarks—are of such a type 
as “carting,” or even “dealing in sheep," that 1s, such as, 
far from indicating dependence, presuppose the exploita- 
tion of others (precisely 1n the second case accumulated 
"savings" are converted into merchant capial) These 
peasants own 4 industrial establishments, winch yield an 
iucome of 320 rubles (5% of the total) ** 

The economy of the middle peasants ıs of a different 
type they, as we have seen, can barely make ends meet 


well-to-do peasants it 1s twice as much—111 80 rubles, and among the 
poor peasants one-third the amount—16 04 rubles Among the middle 
peasants it is 48 44 rubles 

* It is interesting to note that the budgets of the farm labourers— 
two out of the seven poor peasants—show no deficit. 1ncome 99 rubles 
and expenditure 93 45 rubies per family One of the farm labourers 
1s fed clothed and shod by his master 

** See Appendix I (p 301 of this volume — Ed ) 
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Farming does not cover their needs, and 19% of their income 
1s from so-called industries What sort of industries these 
are we learn from Mr Shcherbina's article They are given 
for 7 peasants only two engage in independent industries 
(tailoring and charcoal-burning), the remaining 5 sell their 
labour-power (^went mowing 1n the lowlands,"* "works at a 
distillery,” “does day-labounng at harvest-time,” “herds 
sheep,” “worked on the local estate”) These are already half 
peasants, half workers Side occupations divert them from 
their farming and thus undermine it completely 

As to the poor peasants, they farm at a dead loss, the 
significance ot "industries" 1n their budgets 1s still greater 
(providing 2496 of the 1ncome), and these 1ndustries amount 
almost entirely (except in the case of one peasant) to the 
sale of labour-power In the case of two of them, "indus- 
tres" (farm-labouring) predominate, providing two-thirds 
of their 1ncome 

It 1s quite clear that what we have here ıs a process of the 
complete differentiation of the small producers, the upper 
groups of whom are being turned into a bourgeoisie, the lower 
into a proletariat Naturally, it we tahe general averages 
we shall see nothing of this and get no 1dea of tlie economics 
of the countryside . 

It was only his operations with these fictitious averages 
that enabled the author to adopt the following method 
To determine the place of these typical farms in the peasant 
farming of the uyezd as a whole, Mr Shcherbina groups 
the peasants according to the size of their allotments, and 
it transpires*that the level of prosperity (general average) 
of the 24 farms selected 1s higher by about one-third than 
the average in the uyezd This calculation cannot be 
regarded as satisfactory, both because there 1s great diver- 
gence among these 24 peasants and because the classifica- 
tion according to size of allotment conceals the differentia- 
tion of the peasantry the author’s thesis that the “allot- 
ments are the prime cause of the prosperity” of the peasant 
1s absolutely wrong Everybody knows that the “equal” 
distribution of land within the village community does 
not in any way prevent its horseless members trom giv- 
~—* Peasants from Voronezh Gubernia hired themselves out to rich 
Cossacks in the Don lowlands for the haymaking — £d Eng ed 
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ing up the land, letting ıt, going away to work and turn- 
ing into proletarians, or the members with many horses 
from renting large tracts of land and running big and 
profitable farms If, for example, we take our 24 budgets, 
we shall see that one rch peasant, with 6 dessiatines of 
allotment land, has a total income of 758 5 rubles, a middle 
peasant, with 7 1 dessiatines of allotment land, 391 5 rubles, 
and a poor peasant, with 6 9 dessiatines of allotment land, 
109 5 rubles In general, we have seen that the ratio of the 
incomes of the various groups ıs 4 2 4, while the ratio of 
allotment land is 224 92 85, whrch equals 26 108 1 
This 1s quite natural, for we find, for example, that the rich 
peasants, with 22 1 dessiatines of allotment land per house- 
hold, rent an additional 8 8 dessiatines each, whereas the 
middle peasants, who have smaller allotments (9 2 dessia- 
tines), rent less—7 7 dessiatines, and the poor peasants, with 
still smaller allotments (8 5 dessiatines), rent only 2 8 des- 
siatines * And so, when Mr Krivenko says “Unfortunately, 
the data given by Mr Shcherbina cannot serve as an accu- 
rate measure of the general state of affairs even 1n the uyezd, 
let alone the gubeima”—all that we can say is that they 
cannot serve as a measure only when you resort to the 
wrong method of calculating general averages (a method 
which Mr Krivenko should not have resorted to), but that, 
generally speaking, Mr Shcherbina's data are so compre- 
hensive aud valuable that they enable us to arrive at cor- 
rect conclusions—and that 1f Mr Krivenko has not done so, 
1t 18 not Mr Shcherbina who 1s to blame 

The latter, for example, gives on page 197-a classifica- 
tion of the peasants according to draught animals and not 
according to allotment land, that is, a classification on 
economic, not legal lines—and this gives us every ground 
for asserting that the ratios between the various categories 
of the selected 24 typical households are absolutely identi- 
cal with the ratios between the various economic groups 
throughout the uyezd 


* Of course, I do not mean to say that the data for-the 24 farms 
are alone enough to refute the thesis that the allotments are of prime 


importauce But above we cited data for several uyezds which totally 
refute it ** 
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The classification 1s as follows 
Ostrogozhsk Uyezd Voronezh Gubernia 


| 


[Ach Per Percentage of | 
Sse Number | nousehold 5 householda 
ofS [3 | 
SE. = |s to | 
FEE e | Land |> 13 ele |g Je | 
Ook d Z | (dess) |Z |8 |8 |Z] |S 14 
£83 B 3 8 js ais jw |g | 
EINE s & oqe s g = |e JS - | 
Rus 3 Si. ]6 © B SSj ojosi je | 
omg = PI o [zi Lol bo có On] RP Re p a oi 
BF a fA L-] 2 g saly 9 PI ent 4| 
EE 2/8 |3/2/ = [228,2 8 [$822 8s] 
= Q = = mi- mol 
$35 zli&Ai|zi|i-i|s3iss à [EX j<sie cles 8 |28/95|/5 Zajos - 
I With no | 
draught ani- 
mals 8 728| 260| 07] 62| 02| 46] 06 a olo 5 {16 ofar olos 5 
II Withl i 
| draughtanimal fto 510| 313| 30| 94| 13| 57| 1 4| 5 4|1 4| 49| 29) 25| 
HI With 20f i 
3 draught 
animals . + 11 191| 33 3) 6 8113 8| 36| 77| 8 3jt2 3/0 4| 13] 04) — 
1V With 4 or 
more draught 
| animals 8 152] 9 4/14 3/21 3/12 3/111 2/25 3134 2/0 1 | 0 4| 0 3| — | 
i i 
| 
Total 33 581 100 0, 44412 25 67 |s afio ols ofo afis sas d 


Farm lanoi 
ers 0 
jot the 24 typ- Poor peasants 2 
ical house- Middle peas 
hoids** ants 8 
Prosperous 
peasants 13 


Total 72122 667 3*** 


* The comparison of the 24 typical households with the categories 
of farms for the whole uyezd has been made by the same methods as 
Mr Shcherbina used in comparing the average of the 24 farms with 
groups based on size of allotment 

** Two farm labourers (Nos 14 afid 15 of Shcherbina's budgets) 
have here been eliminated from the group of poor peasants, so that 
only 5 poor peasants remain 

*** [t must be noted ın connection with this table that here too 
we find that the amount of rented land increases ın proportion to grow 
ing prosperity, despite the increase in allotment land Thus, the 
facts for one more uyezd confirm the fallacy of the idea that the 
allotments are of prime unportance On the contrary, we find that 
the proportion of allotment land to the total holding of a given 
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There can be no doubt that the general averages of the 
24 typical farms are superior to the general run of peasant 
farm in the uyezd But if, instead of these fictitious aver- 
ages, we take economic categories, a comparison becomes 
possible 

We find that the farm labourers on typical farms are some- 
what below the peasants who have no draught animals, 


group diminishes as the prosperity of the group increases Adding 
allotment land to rented land, and calculating the percentage of 
allotment land to the total, we obtain the following figures by 
groups I) 968%, II) 850%, III) 793%, IV) 633% And this 1s 
quite natural We know that with the emancipation Reform, land 
in Russia became a commodity Whoever has money can always 
buy land, and allotment land too must be bought It 1s obvious 
that the prosperous peasants concentrate land in their hands, and 
that this concentration 1s more marked in the case of rented land 
because of the medieval restrictions on the transfer of allotments 
The ‘friends of the people” who favour these restrictions, do not 
realise that this senseless reactionary measure only worsens the con- 
dition of the poor peasants the ruined peasants, pos no agri- 
cultural implements, are obliged, in any case to lease their land, and 
any prohibition on such leasing (or sale) will lead either to land being 
leased secretly, and, consequently, on worse terms for those who 
lease 1t, or to the poor peasants surrendering their land for nothing 
to the "village community, 1e, again to the kulak 

I cannot refrain from quoting a profoundly true comment, made 
by Hourwich on this vaunted inahenability 

"To see our way clearly through the question at issue, we have 
to discover who are the buyers of the land sold by peasants 
We have seen that only a minor portion of the quarterly lots have 
been purchased by merchants As a rule, the smalt lots sold by 
the nobihty are acquired by peasants only The question at issue 
1s thus one that has been settled as between peasants alone, and that 
affects neither the interests of the nobility nor thoseof the capitalistic 
class In such cases it may well please the Russian government to 
throw a sop to the peasantists ue This mesalliance of ori- 
ental paternalism with some queer sort of state socialistic prohibi- 
tionism, however, would be apt to meet with opposition from the 
very ones who were supposed to be benefited As the process of 
dissolution 1s obviously spreading from within, and not from with- 
out the village, inalienability of peasant land would simply mean 
gratuitous expropriation of the poor for the benefit of the wealthy 
members of the community 

We notice that the percentage of emigrants among the quar- 
terly possessors" who have enjoyed the right of alienating their 
land has been far greater than that among the former state pensants 
who live in agrarian communism namely, in the Ranenburg district 
(Ryazan Gubernia) the percentage of enngrants among the former 13 
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but approach them very closely The poor peasants approx- 
1mate very closely to the owners of one draught animal 
(the number of cattle 1s less by 0 2—the poor peasants 
have 2 8 and the one-horse peasants 3 0—but on the other 
hand, their total land, both allotment and rented, 1s somewhat 
more— 12 6 dessiatines as against 10 7 dessiatines) The middle 
peasants are only shghtly above those with two or three 
draught animals (they have shghtly more cattle and a little 
less land), while the prosperous peasants approximate to those 
who have four or more draught animals, being a httle below 
them We are therefore entitied to draw the conclusion that 
1n the uyezd as a whole not less than one-tenth of the peasants 
engage 1n regular, profitable farming and have no need for 
outside work (Their 1income—4it 1s important to note—1is 
expressed 1n money, aud therefore presupposes agriculture 
of a commercial character ) To a large extent they conduct 


17, among the latter it 1s 9 In the Dankov district among the 
former it 1s 12 and among the latter it 1s 5 

To what is this difference due? A single concrete example will 
clear up the matter 

“In 1881 a small community of 5 households, former serfs of 
Grigorov, emigrated from the village of Digildino district of Dan- 
kov Their jand, 30 dessiatines, was sold to a rich peasant in con- 
sideration of 1,500 rubles The emigrants could not make a livin 
at home, and most of them were yearly labourers (Statistica 
Report, Part II, pp 115, 247) According to Mr Grigoryev (Enu- 
gration of the Peasants T Ryazan Gubernia), 300 rubles, the 
price of an average peasant holding of 6 dessiatines, js sulficient to 
enable a peasant family to start farming ın Southern Siberia. A peas- 
ant who has been absolutely ruined is thus enabled through the 
sale of his lot in the communal land, to rise to the position of 
a farmer in the new country Devotion to the sacred customs of 
forefathers would hardly be able to withstand such a temptation as 
this, but for the helpful right hand of the most gracious Bureau- 
cracy 

I shall, of course, be charged with pessimism, as I have been 
recently on account of my views on the cmigration of the peasants 
(Severny Vestnik, 1892, No 5, 1n an arücle by A Bogdanovsky ) 
The usual method of reasoning followed takes some such course as 
this Granted that the case 1s presented true to life as it actually 
stands, the evil consequences’ (of emigration) “are nevertheless due 
to the present abnormal condition of the peasantry, and under nor- 
mal circumstances, the objections are ‘no good’ Unhappily, how- 
ever, these very ‘abnormal conditions are developing spontaneously, 
while the creation of ‘normal conditions 1s beyond the jurisdiction 
of the well wishers of the peasantry” (Op cit, p 137 ") 
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their farming with the help of hired labourers not less than 
one-fourth of all the households employ regular farm la- 
bourers, and the number employing temporary day labourers 
1s not known Further, more than half the peasants in the 
uyezd are poor (nearly six-tenths horseless and one-horse 
peasants, 26% +31 396 —57 396), who conduct their farming 
at a dead loss and are consequently sinking into ruin, stead- 
ily and inexorably being expiopriated They are obliged to 
sell their labour-power and about one-fourth of the peasants 
already gain their livelihood more by wage-labour than by 
agriculture The remaining are middle peasants, who carry 
on somehow, farming at a regular loss made up by outside 
earnings, and who, consequently, have no economic stabil- 
ity whatever 

I have deliberately dwelt on these data in such detail 
1n order to show how distorted 1s Mr Krivenko's picture of 
the real situation Without stopping to think, he takes 
general averages and operates with them Naturally, the 
result 1s not even a fiction but a downright falsehood We 
have seen, forexample, that the net income (+197 34 rubles) 
of one prosperous peasant (from among the typical budgets) 
covers the deficits of nine poor households (—21 38 x9= 
—192 42), so that 10% of rich peasants 1n the uyezd will not 
only cover the deficits of 57% of poor peasants but even 
yield a certain surplus And Mr Knvenko, deriving from 
the average budget of the 24 farms a surplus of 44 14 rubles— 
or, deducting credit debts and arrears, 15 97 rubles—simply 
speaks of the “decline” of the middle and lower-than-mid- 
dle peasants Actually, however, one can talk of decline only 
in reference, perhaps, to the middle peasants,* whereas 1n 
the case of the mass of poor peasants we observe direct 
expropriation, accompanied, moreover, by the concentra- 
tion of the means of production ın the hands of a minority 
who own comparatively large and firmly-established farms 

Because he ignored this latter circumstance, the author 
failed to observe another very interesting feature of these 
budgets, namely, that they hkewise prove that the differ- 


* And even this would scarcely be true, because decline implies 
8 temporary and casual loss of stability, whereas the middle peasants, 


as we have seen, are always in a state of instability, on the verge of 
ruin 
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entiation of the peasantry 1s creating a home market Onthe 
one hand, as we pass from the top group to the bottom, we 
observe the growing importance ofincome from industries 
(65%, 18 8% and 23 6% of the total budget of the prosper- 
ous, middle and poor peasants, respectively), that 1s, chief- 
ly from the sale of labour-power On the other hand, as we 
pass from the bottom to the top groups, we observe the 
growing commodity (nay, more bourgeois, as we have seen) 
Character of agriculture and an increase 1n the proportion of 
produce disposed of the total income trom agriculture of the 
categories 1S a) BOULE EA C 
1,774 4 899 9 175 25 
nator indicates the money part of the income,* which 
constitutes 45 996, 28 396 and 254% respectively, passing 
from the top category to the bottom 
Here we again see clearly how the means of production 
taken from the expropriated peasants turn into capital 
It ıs quite obvious that Mr Kmvenko could not draw 
correct conclusions from the material used—or, rather, 
misused—in this way After describing the money character 
of peasant farming ın Novgorod Gubernia on the basis of what 
he was told by a peasant from those parts with whom he trav- 
elled by rail, he was forced to draw the correct conclusion 
that 1t 1s precisely this circumstance, commodity economy, 
that “cultivates” "special abilities” and gives rise to one 
preoccupation “to get ıt (the hay) mown as cheaply as 
possible" and "sell ıt as dear as possible" (p 156) ** This 


The denomi- 


* A fairly complex calculation was required to arrive at the 
money income from agriculture (which Shcherbina does not give) 
It was necessary to exclude from the total income from crops the 
income derived from straw and chaff, which according to the author, 
are used as cattle feed The author himself excludes them 1n Chapter 
XVIII, but only for the total figures for the uyezd and not for the 
given 24 households Taking his total figures, ] determined the pro- 
portion of income from grain (compared with the total income from 
the crops, 1e, both from grain and from straw and chaff) and on 
this basis excluded straw and chaff ın the present case This proportion 
is for rye 78 9896, for wheat 72 6796, for oats and barley 73 32% 
and for millet and buckwheat 77 78% The amount of grain sold 
o n determined by excluding the amount consumed on the farm 
itse 

** “The worker must be hired cheap and the most made out of him,” 
Mr Krivenko quite rightly remarks in the same passage 
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serves as a "school" which “awakens” (quite true!) and 
refines commercial gilts” “Talented people come to the 
fore to become the Kolupayevs, the Deruuovs'' and other 
types of blood-suckers,* while the simple-heartea and 
simple-minded fall behind, deteriorate, become impover- 
ished and pass into the ranks of the farm labourers” (p 156) 

The data for a guberma 1n which entirely different con- 
ditions prevail—an agricultural one  (Voronezh)—lead 
to exactly the same conclusions One would have thought 
the situation was quite clear the system ot commodity 
economy stands out distinctly as the main background ot the 
economic life of the country 1n general and of the “commum- 
ty" "peasantry" 1n particular, the fact also stands out that 
this commodity economy, and it alone, 1s splitting the 
“people” and the “peasantry” into a proletariat (they be- 
come ruined, enter the ranks of the farm labourers) and a 
bourgeoisie (blood-suckers), 1 e , 1t 1s turning into capi- 
tahst economy But the “friends of the people" never dare 
look realities1n the face and call a spade a spade (that would 
be too "harsh"! And Mr knvenko argues as follows 

"Some people consider this state of affairs quite natural" (he 
should have added a quite natural consequence of the capi- 
talist character of production relations Then 1t would have 
been an accurate description of the views of “some people,” 
and then it would have been impossible for him to dispose 
of these views with empty phrases and he would have had 
to make a real analysis of the matter When the author did 
not deliberately set out to combat these "some people," he 
himself had to admit that money economy ıs precisely the 
“school” that produces “talented” blood-suckers and “simple- 
hearted” farm labourers) “and regard it as the irresistible 
mission of capitalism ” (Well, of course! To believe that 
the struggle has to be waged against this “school” and the 
“blood-suckers” who dominate it, together with their 
administrative ahd intellectual lackeys, 1s to consider that 
capitalism cannot be overcome! But to leave the capitalist 


* Mr Yuzhakov, how's this! Here is your collea that 
^ he ague saying 
“talented people” become “blood-suckers,” metas you assured us that 
people become so only because they have “uncritical minds” That 
won't do, gentlemen, contradicting each other like this in one and 
the same magazine! 
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“school” with its blood-suckers ın complete immunity and to 
want to eliminate 1ts capitalist products by means of lıb- 
eral half-measures ıs to be a true “triend of the people”!) 
*We look at the matter somewhat differently Capitalism 
undoubtedly does play an important part here, as we point- 
ed out above" (this refers to the remark about the school 
of blood-suckers and farm labourers), "but it cannot be 
said that its role 1s so all-embracing and decisive that no 
other factors are responsible for the changes taking place 
in the national economy, and that the future holds out no 
other solution” (p 160) 

There you are! Instead of giving an exact and straight- 
forward description of the present system, instead of giv- 
ing a defimite answer to the question of why the “peasantry” 
is splitting into blood-suckers and farm labourers, Mr 
Krivenko disposes of the matter with meaningless phrases 
“It cannot be said that the role of capitalism 1s decisive " 
Why, that 1s the whole question canit besaid, or can at not? 

To uphold your opimion you should have indicated what 
other factors are "decisive," what other "solution" there 
can be besides the one indicated by the Social-Democrats, 
namely, the class struggle of the proletariat against the 
blood-suchers * But nothing is indicated Unless, per- 
haps, the author regards the following as an indication? 
Amusing as ıt may be, you can expect anything from the 
"fnends of the people " 

“The first to fall unto decline, as we have seen, are the 
weak farms poor in land"—namely, with allotments of 
less than five dessiatines "But the typical farms of the 
state peasants, with allotments of 15 7 dessiatines, are dis- 
tinguished for their stability True, to secure such an 
income (a net income of 80 rubles) they rent an additional 
five dessiatines but that only shows what they need ” 

What does this “amendment,” which links up the noto- 
rious “land poverty” with capitalism, amount to? Only to 


* If only urban factory workers are as yet capable of assimilating 
the idea of the class struggle of the proletariat against the bourgeoisie, 
while the rural “simple-hearted and simple-minded” farm labourers, 
1e, the people who have actually lost those charming qualities so 
closely bound up with the “age-old basis and the "community spir- 
it,” are not—it only proves the correctness of the Social-Democrats’ 
theory of the progressive and revolutionary role of Russian capitalism 
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this, that those who have httle lose that httle, while those who 
have much (15 7 dessiatines each) acquire still more * But, 
then, this 1s a meaningless paraphrase ot the statement that 
some sink into ruin while others grow rich!! It 1s high time to 
abandon this meaningless talk about land poverty, which 
explains nothing (because the peasants are not given allot- 
ments free but have to buy them) 1t only describes a 
process, and moreover describes it 1naccurately, because one 
should not speak about the land alone, but about the means 
of production 1n general, and not say that the peasants have 
a “poor” supply of them, but that they are being freed 
from them, are beng expropriated by growing capitalism 
“We have no intention of saying,” Mr Krivenko remarks, 
concluding his philosophical discourse, “that agriculture 
should and can, under all circumstances, remain ‘natu- 
ral’ and separated from manufacturing industry” (another 
phrase! Was 1t not you who were just obliged to admit that 
aschool of money economy already exists, which presupposes 
exchange and, consequently, the separation of agriculture 
from manufacturing industry? Why again this sloppy talk 
of what can be and what should be?), “all we say 1s that to 
create a separate industry artificially 1s irrational” (it would 
be interesting to know 1s the industry of the Kimry and Pav- 
lovo handicraftsmen “separate,” and who “artificially creat- 
ed" it, and how and when?), “and that the separation of 
the labourer from the land and the instruments of production 
1s being effected not by capitalism alone, but also by other 
factors that precede and promote 1t ” 

Here most likely he again had ın mind the profound idea 
that if the labourer is separated from the land, which 
passes into the hands of the blood-sucker, this happens 
because the former 1s “poor” and the latter 1s “rich” 1n land 

And this kind of philosophy charges the Social-Demo- 
crats with "narrowness" for regarding capitalism as the de- 
cisive factor! I have dwelt once more in such detail on 
the differentiation of the peasants and handicraftsmen just 
because it was necessary to bring out clearly how the So- 
cial-Democrats picture the matter and how they explain 

* Not to mention the absurdity of the idea that peasants with 


equal allotments are equal and are not also divided into blood- 
"uckers" and ‘farm labourers " 
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1t It was necessary to show that the facts which to the sub- 
jective sociologist mean that the peasants have “grown 
poor,” while the “money chasers” and “blood-suckers” 
“derive profits for their own advantage,” to the materialist 
mean the bourgeois differentiation of the commodity pro- 
ducers necessitated by commodity production itself It was 
necessary to show what facts serve as the basis for the the- 
sis (quoted above in Part 1)* that the struggle between the 
propertied and the propertyless 1s going on everywhere 
in Russia, not only in the mills and factories, but even in 
the most remote villages, and that everywhere this strug- 
gle ıs one between the bourgeoisie and the proletariat that 
emerge as a result of commodity economy The break- 
up, the depeasantisation of our peasants and handicraíts- 
men, which can be depicted accurately thanks to the 
admirable material provided by Zemstvo statistics, furnishes 
factual proof of the correctness of precisely the Social- 
Democratic conception of Russian reality, the conception 
that the peasant and the handicraftsman are petty producers 
in the “categorical” meaning of the term, that 1s, are petty 
bourgeois This thesis may be called the central point of 
the theory of WORKING CLASS SOCIALISM as against 
the old peasant socialism, which understood neither the 
conditions of commodity economy in which the petty pro- 
ducers live, nor their capitalist differentiation due to these 
conditions And, therefore, whoever wanted to criticise 
Social-Democracy seriously should have concentrated his 
argument on this, and shown that from the angle of polti- 
cal economy Russia 1s not a system of commodity economy, 
that ıt 1s not this which causes the break-up of the peas- 
antry, and that the expropriation of the mass of the pop- 
ulation and the exploitation of the working people can be 
explained by something other than the bourgeois, capitalist 
organisation of our social (including peasant) economy 

Well, just try 1t, gentlemen! 

There 1s another reason why 1t was the data on peasant 
and handicraft economy that I preferred to take 1n illustra- 
tion of the Social-Democratic theory It would be a departure 
from the materialist method were I, when criticising the 


* See p 191 of this volume —£d 
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views of the "friends of the people," to confine myself to 
contrasting their ideas with the Marxist ideas One must in 
addition explain the "Narodnik" ideas, demonstrate their 
MATERIAL basis in our present social-economic relations 
Illustrations and examples of the economy of our peasants 
and handicraftsmen show what this “peasant” 1s whose 1deol- 
ogists the “friends of the people” want to be They demon- 
strate the bourgeois character of our rural economy and 
thus confirm the correctness of classifying the "friends of 
the people” as ideologists of the petty bourgeoisie But 
this 1s not all, they show that there 1s the closest connection 
between the ideas and programmes of our radicals and the 
interests of the petty bourgeoisie It 1s this connection, 
which will become even clearer after a detailed examination 
of their programme, that explains why these radical ideas 
are so widespread in our “society”, 1t also admirably ex- 
plains the political servility of the “frends of the people” 
and their readiness for compromise 

There was, lastly, one other reason for dwelling in such 
detail on the economics of precisely those sides of our social 
hfe where capitalism 1s least developed and from which the 
Narodmks have usually drawn the material for their theo- 
ries A study and description of these economics was the 
simplest way to reply 1n substance to one of the most wide- 
spread objections to Social-Democracy current among pêo- 
ple here Proceeding from the usual idea that capitalism 
contradicts the "people's system,” and observing that the 
Social-Democrats regard large-scale capitalism as progres- 
sive, that ıt is large-scale capitalism that they want to 
have as their basis in combating the present robber regime— 
our radicals, without more ado, accuse the Social-Democrats 
of ignoring the interests of the mass of the peasant popu- 
lation, of desiring "to put every muzhik through the fac- 
tory melting pot,” etc 

All these argumeuts are based on the amazingly illog- 
ical and strange procedure of judging capitalism by what it 
really is, but the countryside by what 1t “might be ” Nat- 
urally, there could be no better reply to this than to show 
them the real countryside and its real economics 

Anybody who studies these economics dispassionately 
and scientifically will be bound to admit that rural Russia 
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constitutes a system of small, scattered markets (or small 
branches of a central market), which regulate the social and 
economic life of separate small districts And ın each of 
these districts we find all the phenomena that are, 1n gen- 
eral, peculiar to the social-economic organisation whose 
regulator ıs the market we find the division ot the once 
equal, patriarchal direct producers into rich and poor, we find 
the rise of capital, especially of merchant capital, which 
spins its web around the working people and sucks the lite- 
blood out of them When you compare the descriptions of 
peasant economy given by our radicals with precise first- 
hand data on rural economic hfe, you are astonished that 
there 1s no place in the criticised system of views for that 
mass of small huchsters who swarm ın each of these markets, 
all these higglers and chafferers or whatever else the peasants 
call them 1n different localities, for all that mass of petty ex- 
ploiters who dominate the markets and ruthlessly oppress the 
working people They are usually simply brushed aside with 
the remark—"These are no longer peasants, but hucksters ” 
Yes, you are quite right these are “no longer peasants ” But 
try to treat all these “traders” as a distinct, group, that 1s, 
speaking ın the precise language of political economy, those 
who engage in commercial enterprise and who appropriate, 
to whatever extent, the labour of others, try to express ın 
precise figures the economic strength of this group and the 
part it plays 1n the entire economic life of the district, and 
then try to treat as an opposite group all those who also are 
*no longer peasants' because they bring their labour-power 
to the market, because they work for others and not tor them- 
selves—try to fulfil these elementary requisites of a dispas- 
sionate and serious inquiry and you will get such a vivid 
picture of bourgeois differentiation that not a trace of the 
*people's system" myth will remain This mass of small 
rural exploiters represents a terrible force, especially ter- 
mble because they oppress the 1solated, single toiler, because 
they fetter him to themselves and deprive him of all hope 
of deliverance, termble because this exploitation, 1n view 
of the barbarism of the countryside due to the low labour 
productivity characteristic of the system described and to 
the absence of communications, constitutes not only robbery 
of labour, but also the Asiatic abuse of human dignity that 


236 V I LFNIN 


is constantly encountered in the countryside Now, if you 
compare this real countryside with our capitalism you will 
understand why the Social-Democrats regard the work of 
our capitalism as progressive when it draws these small, 
scattered markets together into one nation-wide market, 
when, 1n place of the legion of small well-meaning blood- 
suckers, 1t creates a handtul of big "pillars ot the fatherland,” 
when 1t socialises labour and raises its productivity, when 
1t shatters the subordination of the working people to the local 
blood-suckers and subordinates them to large-scale capital 
This subordination 1s progressive compared with the former — 
despite all the horrors of the oppression of labour, of grad- 
ual extinction, brutalisation, and the crippling of the bod- 
ies of women and children, etc —because ıt AWAKENS 
THE MIND OF THE WORKER, converts dumb and ın- 
coherent discontent into conscious protest, converts scat- 
tered, petty, senseless revolt 1nto an organised class struggle 
for the emancipation of all working folk, a struggle which de- 
rives its strength from the very conditions of existence of 
this large-scale capitalism, and therefore can undoubtedly 
count upon CERTAIN SUCCESS 

In reply to the accusation of ignoring the mass of the peas- 
antry, Social-Democrats would be quite justified in quoting 
the words of Karl Marx 


“Criticism has pluched the wumaginary flowers 
which adorned the chain, not that man should 
wear his fetters denuded of fanciful embellishment, 
but that he should throw off the chain and reach 
for the lwing flower ”™ 


The Russian Social-Democrats are plucking from our 
countryside the imaginary flowers that adorn 1t, are combat- 
ing idealisations and fantasies, and are performing the 
destructive work for which they are so mortally detested by 
the “friends of the people,” not 1n order that the mass of 
the peasantry shall remain 1n their present state of oppres- 
sion, gradual extinction and enslavement, but in order that 
the proletariat may understand what sort of chains every- 
where fetter the working people, that they may understand 
how these chains are forged, and be able to rise against them, 
to throw them off and reach out for the real flower. 
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When they bring this idea to those representatives of 
the working people who by virtue of their position are alone 
capable of acquiring class-consciousness and of launching 
a class struggle, they are accused of wanting to put the 
muzhik through the factory melting pot 

And who are the accusers? 

People who themselves base their hopes for the eman- 
cipation of the working people on the “government” and 
on “society,” that 1s, on the organs of that very bour- 
geoisie which has everywhere fettered the working people! 

And these spineless creatures have the presumption to 
talk of the Social-Democrats having no ideals! 


Let us now pass to the political programme of the “friends 
of the people,” to whose theoretical views we have, we think, 
devoted far too much time By what means do they propose 
to “put out the fire"? What way out do they propose 1n place 
of the one, which they claim 1s wrong, proposed by the So- 
cial-Democrats? 

“The reorgamisation of the Peasants’ Bank,” says Mr 
Yuzhakov in an article entitled "The Mimstry of Agricul- 
ture’ (Russkoye Bogatstvo, No 10), “the establishment of 
a Colonisation Department, the regulation of state land leas- 
ing 1n the interest of people’s farming the study and 
regulation of land letting—such is the programme for 
the restoration of people s farming and its protection from 
the economic violence” (sic!) ‘of the nascent plutocracy ” 
And in the article ‘Problems of Economic Development” 
this programme for ‘the restoration of people’s farming” 
1s supplemented by the following ‘first, but essential steps” 
“Removal of all restrictions that now encumber the village 
community, its release from tutelage, adoption of common 
cultivation (the socialisation of agriculture) and the devel- 
opment of the communal processing of raw materials ob- 
tained from the soil” And Messrs Krivenko and Karyshev 
add “Cheap credit, the artel form of farming, an assured 
market, the possibility of dispensing with employers’ profit” 
(this will be dealt with separately below), “the invention of 
cheaper engines and other technical improvements,” and, 
finally, “museums, warehouses, commission agencies," 
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Examine this programme and you will find that these 
gentlemen wholly and completely adopt the position of 
modern society (1€ , that of the capitalist system, without 
realising it), and want to settle matters by mending and 
patching it up, failing to understand that all their progres- 
sive measures— cheap credit, 1mproved machinery, banks, and 
s0 on—can only serve to strengthen and develop the bour- 
geoisie 

Nik —on 1s quite right, of course, when he says—and 
this 1s one of his most valuable theses, against which the 
“friends ot the people" could not help protesting—that no 
reforms under the present system are of any use, and that 
credit, migiation, tax relorm, the transfer of all the land 
to the peasants, will not appreciably change anything, 
but, on the contrary, are bound to strengthen and develop 
capitalist economy, retarded as it now is by excessive 
"tutelage " survivals of feudal dues, the tying of the peas- 
antry to the land, etc Economists, he says, who, like Prince 
Vasilchikov (an undoubted “friend ot the people" 1n his 
ideas), desire the extensive development of credit, want 
the same thing as the "liberal," 1e, bourgeois, economists, 
and "are striving for the development and consolidation ot 
capitalist relations " They do not understand the antago- 
nistic character of our production relations (within the 
“peasantry” as within the other social estates), and instead 
of trying to bring this antagonism out into the open, m- 
stead of simply joining with those who are enslaved as a 
result of this antagomsm and trying to help them rise in 
struggle, they dream of stopping che struggle by measures 
that would satisfy everybody, to achieve reconciliation 
and unity The result of all these measures 1s naturally a 
foregone conclusion oue has but to recall the examples of 
differentiation given above to be convinced that all these 
credits,* improvements, banks and similar “progressive” 


* This idea—of utilhsing credit to foster "people's farming ” 
1e, the farming of petty producers where capitalist relations exist 
(and the friends of the people ? as we have already seen can no long- 
er deny that thcy do exist)—this meaningless idea which reveals 
an inabihty to understand the elementary truths of theoretical po- 
htical economy, quite clearly shows how vulgar 1s the theory advanced 
by these gentlemen who try to sit between two stools 
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measures will be available only to the one who, possessing 
a properly-run and established farm, has certain ‘savings,” 
1e, the representative of an insignificant minority, the 
petty bourgeoisie And however much you reorganise the 
Peasants’ Bank and similar institutions, you will not 1n the 
least alter the fundamental and cardinal fact that the mass 
of the population have been and continue to be expropriat- 
ed, and lack means even of subsistence, let alone of farming 
on proper lines 

The same must be said of “artels,” and “common culti- 
vation” Mr Yuzhakov called the latter “the socialisation 
of agriculture " Tins 1s merely tunny, of course, because 
socialisation requires the orgamsation of production on a 
wider scale than the limits of a single village, and because 1t 
necessitates the expropiiation ol the “blood-suckers” who have 
monopolised the meaus ol production and now direct Russian 
social economy Aud this requires struggle, struggle and 
struggle, and not paltry phihstine moralising 

And that ıs why such measures of theirs turn into mild, 
liberal hali-measures, barcly subsisting on the generosity 
of the philanthiopic bourgeois, and do much morc harm by 
diverting the exploited from the struggle than good from the 
possible improvement 1n the position ot a few individuals, 
an improvement that cannot but be meagre and precarious on 
the general basis of capitalist relations The preposterous ex- 
tent to which these gentlemen attempt to hide the antagonism 
1n Russian )ile—doing so, of course, with the very best inten- 
tions 1n order to put an end to the present struggle, 1 e , with 
the sort of intentions with which the road to hell 15 paved 
—1is shown by the following argument of Mr hrivenko 

"The intelligentsia direct the manulacturers’ enterprises, 
and they could direct popular industry " 

The whole of their philosophy amounts to whining that 
struggle and exploitation exist but that they “might’ not 
exist 1f . af there were no exploiters Really, what did 
the author mean by this meaningless phrase? Can 1t be de- 
nied that year after year the Russian universities and other 
educational establishments turn out a brand of "1ntelhgent- 
sia" (??) whose only concern 1s to find someone to feed them? 
Can 1t be demed that today, 1n Russia, the means for main- 
taining this “intelligentsia” are owned only by the bourgeois 
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minonty? Can the bourgeois intelhgentsia in Russia be 
expected to disappear because the “friends of the people” 
say that they “might” serve somebody other than the bour- 
geoisie? Yes, they “might,” :f they were not a bourgeois 
intelhgentsia They “might” not be a bourgeois intelligent- 
sia, “if” there were no bourgeoisie and no capitalism in Rus- 
sia! And they are content to spend their whole lives just 
repeating these "ifs" and “ans” What 1s more, these gen- 
tlemen not only decline to attach decisive importance to capi- 
talism, but totally refuse to see anything wrong in it If 
certain “defects” were removed, they would perhaps not 
fare so badly under ıt How do you hke the following 
statement by Mr Krivenko 

“Capitalist production and the capitalisation ot. indus- 
tries are by no means gates through which manufacturing 
industry can only depart from the people It can depart, 
of course, but 1t can also enter the life of the people and come 
into closer proximity to agriculture and the raw materials 
industry This can be contrived in various ways, and these 
gates, as well as others, can serve this purpose” (p 161) 
Mr Krivenko has a number of very good qualities—as 
compared with Mr Mikhatlovsky, for example, frankness 
and straightforwardness Where Mr Mikhailovsky would 
have filled reams with smooth and glib sentences, wriggling 
around the subject without ever touching it, the business- 
hke and practical Mr Krivenko hits straight from the 
shoulder, and without a twinge of conscience spreads be- 
fore the reader all the absurdities of his views without reser- 
vation “Capitalism can enter the life of the people"—1f you 
please! That 1s, capitalism 1s possible without the working 
people being divorced from the means of production! This 1s 
positively delightful! At least, we now are absolutely clear 
as to what the “friends of the people” want They want com- 
modity economy without capitalism—capitalism without 
expropriation and without exploitation, with nothing but 
a petty bourgeoisie peacefully vegetating under the wing 
of humane landlords and hberal administrators And, with 
the serious mien of a departmental official who intends 
to confer a boon on Russia, they set about contriving 
schemes under which the wolves have their fill and the 
Sheep their skins To get some idea of the character of these 
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schemes we must turn to the article by the same author in 
No. 12 ("Our Cultural Free‘Lances”): "The artel and state form 
of industry,” argues Mr. Krivenko—apparently under the 
impression that he has already been “called upon” to “solve 
practical economic problems"—"is by no means all that 
can be imagined in the present instance. For example, the 
following scheme is possible..." And he goes on to relate 
how an engineer visited the offices of Russkoye Bogatsivo 
with a plan for the technical exploitation of the Don Region 
by a joint-stock company with shares in small denominations 
(not exceeding 100 rubles). The author was recommended to 
modify his scheme roughly as follows: "The shares shall 
not belong to private persons, but to village communities; 
that part of the village population employed in the compa- 
ny's enterprises shall receive ordinary wages, the village 
communities guaranteeing that their connection with the 
land is maintained." ; 

What administrative genius, is it not? With what admi- 
rable simplicity and ease capitalism is introduced into the 
life of the people and all its pernicious attributes eliminat- 
ed! All that is required is that the rural rich should buy 
shares* through the communities and receive dividends 
from the enterprise, in which a “part of the population” 
will be employed and their tie with the land guaranteed— 
a “tie” insufficient to assure a livelihood from the land 
(otherwise who would go to work for “ordinary wages”?), 
but sufficient to bind a man to his locality, enslave him to 


* I say the rich will buy the shares, despite the author’s stipu- 
lation that the shares shall be owned by the communities, because, 
after all, he speaks of the purchase of shares with money, which only 
the rich have. Hence, whether the business is conducted through 
the agency of the communities or not, only the rich will be able to 
pay, just as the purchase or renting of land by the community in no 
way prevents the rich from monopolising this land. The dividends 
too must go to those who have paid—otherwise the shares will not 
be shares. And I understand the author's proposal to mean that a 
certain part of the profits will be earmarked for "guaranteeing the 
workers their tie with the land." If the author does not mean this 
(although it inevitably follows from what he says), but that the rich 
shall pay for the shares and not receive dividends, then all his scheme 
amounts to is tbat the rich shall share with the poor. This reminds 
one of the anecdote about the fly-killer which requires that you first 
catch the fly and put it in the dish—and it will die instantly. 
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the local capitalist enterprise and depiive him of the possi- 
bility ot changing masters I say master, capitalist, quite 
legitimately, for he who pays the labourer wages cannot be 
called anything else 

The reader 1s perhaps annoyed with me already for dwell- 
ing so long on such nonsense, nonsense that would seem 
to be undeserving of any attention But I must say that 
although 1t 1s nonsense, 1t 1s a type of nonsense that 1s use- 
ful and necessary to study, because it reflects the social and 
economic relations actually existing ın Russia and, as a 
consequence, is one of the social ideas, very widespread 
in our country, that Social-Democrats will have to reckon 
with lor a long time to come The point is that the transi- 
tion from the feudal to the capitalist mode of production in 
Russia gave 11se, and to some extent still gives rise, to a 
situation for the working people 11 which the peasant, being 
unable to obtain a livelihood fiom the land and £o pay dues 
from ıl to the landlord (and he pays them to this very day), 
was compelled to resort to “outside employments,” which 
at first, m the good old days, took the form either of andepend- 
ent occupations (for example, carting), or Jabour which 
was not independent but, owing to the poor development 
ot these types of employment, was comparatively well paid 
Under this condition the peasantry were assured of a certain 
well-be1ng as compared with things today—the well-being ot 
sels, who peacelully vegetated under the tutelage of a 
hundred thousand noble police chiefs and of the nasceut 
gatherers of Russia’s land—the bourgeoisie 

And the “friends of the people” idealise this system, 
simply disregarding 1ts dark sides, dream about 1t—“dream,” 
because 1t has long ceased to exist, has long been destroyed 
by capitalism, which has given rise to the wholcsale eX pi0o- 
priation of the peasant farmers and turned the former “em- 
ployments” into the unbndled exploitation of abundantly 
offered “hands ” 

Our petty-bourgeois knights want to preserve the peas- 
ant's “tie” with the land, but they do not want the serf- 
dom that alone ensured this tie, and which was broken only 
by the commodity production and capitalism, which made 
this tie impossible They want outside employments that do 
not take the peasant away from the land, that—while work 
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is done for the market—do not give mse to competition, do 
not create capital and do not enslave the mass of the popula- 
tion to ıt True to the subjective method ın sociology, they 
want to "take" what 1s good from here and from there, but 
actually, of course, this childish desire only leads to reac- 
tionary dreaming which ignores realities, to an inability 
to understand and utilise the really progressive, revolution- 
ary aspects of the new system, and to sympathy for meas- 
ures which perpetuate the good old system of semi-serf, 
semi-free labour—a system that was fraught with all 
the horrors of exploitation and oppression, and held out 
no possibility of escape 

To prove the correctness of this explanation, which 
classes the “friends of the people” among the reactionaries, 
I shall quote two examples 

In the Moscow Zemstvo statistics we can read a descrip- 
tion of the farm of a certain Madame K (in Podolsk Uyezd), 
which (the farm, not the description) aroused the admiration 
both of the Moscow statisticians and of Mr V V, if my 
memory does not deceive me (he wrote about 1t, I think, 1n 
a magazine article) 

This notorious farm of Madame K ’s was regarded by Mr 
V Orlov as "convincing practical confirmation" of his 
favourite thesis that “where peasant farming 1s in a sound 
condition, the private landowners' farms are also better 
conducted " From Mr Orlov's account of this lady's estate, 
1t appears that she runs her farm with the labour of the 
local peasants, who till her land 1n return for a winter loan 
of flour, etc The lady 1s extraordinarily kind to these peas- 
ants and helps them, so that they are now the most prosper- 
ous in the volost and have enough grain "to last them 
almost until the new harvest (formerly,1t did not even last 
until St Nicholas! day)" 

The question arises, does "such an arrangement" preclude 
“the antagonism of interests of peasant and landowner,” as 
Messrs N Kablukov (Vol V, p 175) and V Orlov (Vol 
II, pp 55-59 and elsewhere) think? Obviously not, because 
Madame K hves on the labour of her peasants Hence, ex- 
ploitation has not been abolished at all Madame K may 
be forgiven for failing to see the exploitation behind her 
kindness to the exploited, but not so an economist and 
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statistician who, 1n his ecstasy over the case in question, 
takes up exactly the same stand as those Menschenfreunde* 
in the West who go into ecstasies over the kindness of a 
capitalist to a worker, rapturously relate cases where a 
factory owner shows concern for his workers, provides them 
with general stores, dwelhngs, etc To conclude from the 
existence (and therefore “possibility”) of such "facts" that 
there 18 no antagonism of interests, 1s not to see the wood 
for the trees That 1s the first point 

The second point 1s that we learn from Mr Orlov's account 
that Madame K 's peasants, "thanks to excellent crops (the 
landlady gave them good seed), have acquired livestock" and 
have “prosperous” farms Let us assume that these “prosperous 
peasants” have become not “almost,” but completely prosper- 
ous, that not the “majority,” but all of them have enough 
grain, not “almost” until, but mght until the new harvest Let 
us assume that these peasants now have enough land, and 
that they have “cattle runs and pastures"—which they have 
not got at present (fine prosperity!), and which they rent from 
Madame K , making payment in labour Does Mr Orlov 
really beheve that in that case—that 1s, if the peasant 
farming were really prosperous—these peasants would agree 
to "perform all the jobs on Madame K 's estate thoroughly, 
punctually and swiftly,” as they do now? Or perhaps grat- 
itude to the kind lady who sweats the life-blood out of these 
prosperous peasants with such maternal care will be a no 
less potent incentive than the hopelessness of the present 
condition of the peasants, who, after all, cannot dispense 
with pastures and cattle runs? 

Evidently, the ideas of the “friends of the people” are, in 
essence, the same as true petty-bourgeois ideologists, they do 
not want to abolish exploitation, but to mitigate 1t, they do 
not want conflict, but conciliation Their broad ideals, from 
the standpoint of which they so vigorously fulminate against 
the narrow-minded Social-Democrats, go no further than the 
‘prosperous” peasant who performs his “duties” to the land- 
lords and capitalists, provided the landlords and capitalists 
treat him fairly 

Take the other example Mr Yuzhakov, in his quite 


* Philanthiopists —Ed 
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well-known article, “Quotas for People’s Landownership 
in Russia” (Russkaya Mysl, 1885, No 9), expounded his 
views on what should be the dimensions of "people's" land- 
ownership, 1 e , in the terminology of our liberals, the kind 
of landownership that excludes capitalism and exploitation 
Now, after the excellent explanation given by Mr Krivenko, 
we know that he too regarded things from the standpoint of 
*introducing capitalism into the life of the people " As the 
minimum for "people's" landownership he took such allot- 
ments as would cover "cereal food and payments,"* while 
the rest, he said, could be obtained by “employments” In 
other words, he simply resigned himself to a state of affairs 1n 
which the peasant, by maintaining connection with the land, 
1$ subjected to a double exploitation—partly by the land- 
lord, on the “allotment,” and partly by the capitalist, 1n 
“employments ” This state of the small producers, who are 
subjected to a double exploitation, and whose conditions 
of hfe, moreover, are such as inevitably breed a cowed and 
crushed spirit, killing all hope that the oppressed class will 
fight, let alone be victorious—this semi-medieval condi- 
tion 1s the nec plus ultra of the outlook and ideals of the 
“frends of the people ” Well then, when capitalism, which 
developed with tremendous rapidity throughout the whole 
of Russia's post-Reform history, began to uproot this pil- 
lar of old Russia—the patriarchal, semi-serf peasantry— 
to drag them out of these medieval and semi-feudal 
conditions and to place them in a modern, purely capi- 
talit environment, compelling them to abandon their 
old homes and wander over the face of Russia 1n search of 
work, breaking the chains of enslavement to the local “work- 
giver” and disclosing the basis of exploitation 1n general, of 
class exploitation as distinct from the depredations of a 
particular viper— when capitalism began to draw the rest 
of the peasant populatiou, cowed and forced down to the 


* To show the relation between these outlays and the rest of 
the peasant budget let me quote again the 24 budgets of Ostrogozhsk 
Uyezd The average expenditure per family 13 495 39 rubles (in kind 
and in cash) Of this 109 10 rubles go for the maintenance of cattle, 
135 80 rubles are spent on vegetable food and taxes and the remain- 
ing 250 49 rubles on other expenses—non vegetable food clothes, 
implements rent etc Mr Yuzhakov allows the hay fields and other 
grounds to account for the maintenance of cattle 
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level of cattle, en masse into the vortex of increasingly 
complex social and political hie, then our kmghts began to 
how! and wail about the fall and destruction of the old 
pillars And they continue to this day to howl and wail about 
the good old times, although now, 1t seems, one must be 
bhnd not to see the revolutionary side of this new mode of 
life, not to see how capitalism 1s creating a new social force, 
winch has no ties with the old regime of exploitation and 1s 
in a position to fight it 

The “triends of the people,” however, show no trace of a 
desuc for any radical change ın the present system They 
are cntirely satisfied with liberal measures on the existing 
basis, and in the invention of such measures Mr Krivenho 
really displays the administrative abilities of a native Jack- 
in-office 

‘Generally speaking"—he argues, about the need for a 
“detailed study and radical transformation’ of “our people s 
industry’ —' this question calls for special investigation, and 
for the division of industries into those that can be applied 
to the lite of the people’ (sic!!) “and those whose application 
encounters serous obstacles ” 

Mr hrnvwenko himsell gives us an example of such a di- 
vision. when he divides the various industries into those 
which are not capitalised, those ın which capitalisation 
has already taken place, and those which can “contend with 
large-scale industry for existence ' 

In the first case, this administrator decides, “petty pro- 
duction can exist freely’—but ean it be free of the mar- 
het, whose fluctuations split the pettv producers into 
a bourgeoisie and a proletariat? Can it be tree of the 
expansion ol the local maikets and their amalgamation 
iuto a big market? Can it be free of technical progress? Or 
perhaps ths techmecal progress—under commodity pro- 
duction—need not be capitalistic? Jn the last case, the 
author demands the ‘orgamsation of production on a large 
scale too’ ‘Clearly,” he says, what 1s needed here 1s the 
organisation ol production ona large scale too, what 1s need- 
ed is fixed and circulating capital, machinery, etc , or 
something else that will counterbalance these conditions 
cheap credit, the elimination. of superfluous middlemen, 
the artel toim of farming and the possibility of dispensing 
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with employers’ profit, an assured market, the invention 
ot cheaper engines and other technical improvements, or, 
finally, some icduction ın wages, provided 1t 1s compensat- 
ed by other benefits " 

This sort ot reasoning is highly characteristic of the 
“friends of the people,” with their broad ideals 1n words and 
their stereotyped hberahsm in deeds As you see, our phi- 
losopher starts out from nothing more nor less than the 
possibility of dispensing with employers’ profit and from 
the organisation ot large-scale farming Excellent this 1s 
EXACTLY what the Social-Democrats want, too But how do 
the “friends of the people” want to achieve 1t? To organise 
large-scale production without employers, 1t 18 necessary, 
first of all, to abolish the commodity organisation of social 
economy and to replace 1t by communal, communist organ- 
isation, under which production 1s not regulated by the 
market, as ıt 1s at present, but by the producers themselves, 
by the society of workers itself, and the means of production 
are owned not by private individuals, but by the whole of 
society Such a change from the private to the communal 
form of appropriation apparently requires that the form of 
production first be changed, that the separate, small, 1s0- 
lated processes of production of petty producers be merged 
into a single social productive process, 1n a word, 1t requires 
the very material conditions which capitalism creates But 
the “friends of the people” have no intention of basing them- 
selves on capitalism How then do they propose to act? 
They do not say They do not even mention the abolition of 
commodity economy evidently, their broad ideals are quite 
unable to transcend the bounds of this system of social pro- 
duction Moreover, to abolish employers’ profit 1t would be 
necessary to expropriate the employers, who obtain their 
“profits” precisely because they have monopolised the means 
of production And to expropriate these pillars of our fa- 
therland, a popular revolutionary movement against the 
bourgeois regime 1s required, a movement of which only the 
working-class proletariat, which has no ties with this re- 
gime, 1s capable But the “iriends of the people” have no 
struggle in mind at all, and do not even suspect that other 
types of public men, apart from the administrative organs 
of the employers themselves, are possible and necessary 
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Clearly, they have not the slightest intention of taking any 
serious measures against “employers’ profit” Mr Kuivenko 
sunply allowed his tongue to run away with him And he 
immediately corrected himself why, such a thing as “the 
possibility of dispensing with employers’ profit” can be 
"counterbalanced"—"by something else," namely credits, 
organised marketing, technical improvements Thus every- 
thing 1s arranged quite satisfactorily instead of abolish- 
ing the sacred right to “profit,” a procedure so offensive to 
Messis the employers, there appear such mild, liberal meas- 
ures as will only supply capitalism with better weapons 
for the struggle, and will only strengthen, consolidate and 
develop our petty, “people’s” bourgeoisie And so as to leave 
no doubt that the “fiends of the people" champion the 1n- 
terests of this petty bourgeoisie alone, Mr Krivenko adds 
the following remarkable explanation It appears that the 
abolition of employers’ profit may be “counterbalanced” 
“by a reduction ın wages’!!! At first giauce this seems to 
be sheer gibberish But, no It 1s the consistent application 
of petty-bourgeois ideas The author observes a fact hhe the 
struggle between big capital and small and, as a true "friend 
ot the people,” he, of course, takes the side of small cap- 
ual He has further heard that one of the most powertul 
weapons of the small capitalist 1s wage reduction—a fact 
that has been quite correctly observed and confirmed in a 
large number of industries in Russia, too, parallel to length- 
ening the working day And so, desiring at all costs to 
save the small  capitalists, he proposes ‘some reduction in 
wages, provided 1t 1s compensated by other benefits"! Messrs 
the employers, about whose "profit" some queer things 
seemed to have been said at first, need not worry They 
would, I think, be quite willing to install this brilliant 
administrator, who plans to fight against the employers 
by a reduction in wages, in the post of Minister of Finance 

One could quote another example of how the pure-blooded 
bourgeois peeps out of the humane and liberal admimstra- 
tors of Russhoye Bogatstvo as soon as they have to deal with 
any practical question "The Chronicle of Home Affairs" 
in Russkoye Bogatstvo, No 12, deals with the sub ject of mo- 
nopoly 

"Monopoly and the syndicate,’ says the author, "such are 
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the ideals of developed industry " And he goes on to ex- 
press his surprise that these institutions are appearing in 
Russia, too, although there 1s no “keen competition among 
the capitalists” here "Neither the sugar industry nor the oil 
industry has developed to any great extent yet The con- 
sumption of sugar and kerosene here 1s still practically in 
the embryo, to judge by the insignificant per capita consump- 
tion of these goods here as compared with that of other 
countries It would seem that there 1s still a very large 
field for the development of these branches of industiy and 
that they could still absorb a large amount of capital ” 

It ıs characteristic that as soon as ıt comes to a practical 
question, the author forgets the favourite idea of Russkoye 
Bogatstvo about the shrinking of the home maiket He 1s 
compelled to admit that this market still has the prospect 
of tremendous development, and not of shrinkage He ar- 
rives at this conclusion from a comparison with the West, 
where consumption 1s greater Why? Because culture 1s on a 
higher level But what is the material basis of this culture 
if not the development of capitalist technique, the growth 
of commodity economy and exchange, which bring people 
into more frequent intercourse with each other and break 
down the medieval isolation of the separate localities? Was 
not culturein France, for example, on a level no higher than 
ours before the Great Revolution, when the semi-medieval 
peasantry had still not finally split into a rural bourgeoi- 
sie and a proletariat? And if the author had examined Rus- 
sian life more closely he could not have helped noticing, 
for example, that 1n localities where capitalism 1s developed 
the requirements of the peasant population are much high- 
er than in the purely agricultural districts Thisis noted 
unanimously by all investigators of our handicraft indus- 
tries 1n all cases where they develop so far as to lay an ın- 
dustrial impress on the whole hfe of the population * 

The "friends of the people" pay no attention to such 
"trifles," because, as far as they are concerned, the expla- 


* As an example let me refer, say, to the Pavlovo handicraftsmen 
as compared to the peasants of the surrounding villages See the 
works of Grigoryev and Annensky I again deliberately give the 
example of the countryside in which a specific people s system’ sup- 
posedly exists 


250 V I LENIN 
o — —— É ' O€ü-—-—e————— nU 


nation 1s "simply" culture or the growing complexity of 
hte in geneial, and they do not even inquire into the ma- 
terial basis of this culture and this complexity But if they 
were to examine, at least, the economics of our countryside 
they would have to admit that 1t 1s the break-up of the 
peasantry into a bourgeoisie and a proletariat that creates 
the home market 

They must think that the growth of the market does not 
by any means imply the growth of a bourgeoisie “In view 
ot the low level of development of production generally,” 
continues the above-mentioned chronicler of home affairs, 
“and the lack of enterprise and initiative, monopoly will 
still further retaid the development of the country’s forces” 
Speaking of the tobacco monopoly, the author calculates 
that ıt “would take 154,000,000 rubles out of people's cır- 
culation ” Here sight 1s altogether lost of the fact that the 
basis of our economic system 1s commodity economy, the 
leader of which, here as everywhere else, 1s the bourgeoisie 
And instead of speaking about the bourgeoisie being ham- 
pered by monopoly, he speaks about the “country,” in- 
stead of speaking about commodity, bourgeois circulation, 
he speaks about "people's" circulation * A bourgeois 18 
never able to detect the difference between these two terms, 
great as ıt ıs To show how obvious this difference really 1s, 
I will quote a magazine which 1s an authority ın the eyes of 
the “friends of the people," namely, Otechestvenniye Zapi- 
sk: In No 2 of that magazine, 1872, ın the article “The 
Plutocracy and Its Basis,” we read the following 

“According to Marlo, the most important characteristic 
of the plutocracy 1s its love for a liberal form of government, 
or at all events for the principle of freedom of acquisition 
If we take this characteristic and recall what the position 
was some eight or ten years ago, we shall find that 1n re- 
spect of liberalism we have made enormous strides No 
matter what newspaper or magazine you take up, they all 
seem more or less to represent democratic principles, they 
are all out for the interests of the people But side by side 
with these democratic views, and even under the cloak of 

* The author must be particularly blamed for this use of terms 


because Russkoye Bogatstvo loves the word “people’s’ as opposed 
to bourgeois 
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them” (mark this), “tame and again, intentionally or unin- 
tentionally, plutocratic aspirations are pursued ” 

The author quotes as an example the address presented 
by St Petersburg and Moscow merchants to the Minister of 
Finance, expressing the gratitude of this most venerable 
body of the Russian bourgeoisie for his having "based the 
financial position of Russia on the widest possible expan- 
sion of private enterprise, which alone 1s fruitful " And the 
author of the article concludes “Plutocratic elements and 
proclivities undoubtedly exist in out society, and 1n plenty ” 

As you see, your predecessors ın the distant past, when 
the impressions of the great emancipatory Reform (which, 
as Mr Yuzhakov has discovered, should have opened up 
peaceful and proper paths of development for "people's" 
production, but which 1n fact only opened up paths for the 
development of a plutocracy) were still vivid and fresh, 
were themselves forced to admit the plutocratic, 1 e , bour- 
geois character of private enterprise 1n Russia 

Why have you forgotten this? Why, when you talk about 
"people's" circulation and the development of the "country's 
forces" thanks to the development of “enterprise and mtia- 
tive," do you not mention the antagonistic character of 
this development, the exploiting character of this enter- 
prise and this imtiative? Opposition to monopolies and 
similar institutions can, and should, of course, be expressed, 
for they undoubtedly worsen the condition of the working 
people, but ıt must not be forgotten that besides all these 
medieval fetters the working people are shackled by still 
stronger ones, by modern, bourgeois fetters Undoubt- 
edly, the abolition of monopolies would be beneficial to 
the whole “people,” because, bourgeois economy having 
become the basis of the economic life of the country, these 
survivals of the medieval system only add to the capitalist 
miseries still more bitter medieval miseries Undoubtedly, 
they must defimtely be abolished—and the quicker and 
more radically, the better—in order, by ridding bourgeois 
society of its inherited semi-feudal fetters, to untie the 
hands of the working class, to facilitate 1ts struggle against 
the bourgeoisie 

That 1s how one should talk, calling a spade a spade— 
saying that the abohtion of monopolies and of all sorts of 
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other medieval restrictions (and in Russia their name 1s 
legion) 1s absolutely essential for the working class ın or- 
der to facilitate 1ts struggle against the bourgeois system 
That 1s all None but a bourgeois could see only the solidar- 
ity of the interests of the whole "people" against medieval, 
feudal institutions and forget the profound and irrecon- 
cilable antagonism between the bourgeoisie and the prole- 
tariat within this "people ” 

Incidentally, ıt would be absurd to think of putting the 
“friends ol the people” to shame with thus, when, for example, 
they say things hke the following about the needs of the 
countryside t 

“When, a lew years ago," Mr Krivenko informs us, “cer- 
tain newspapers discussed what professions and what type of 
intellectual people the countryside needed, the list proved 
to be a very long and varied one and embraced neaily every 
walk of hfe men and women doctors were followed by feld- 
shers, then came lawyers, followed by teachers, librarians and 
booksellers, agionomists, forestry experts and agricultural 
experts generally, technicians of the most varied branches 
(a very extensive spheie, almost untouched as yet), organ- 
isers and managers of credit institutions, warehouses, etc ” 

Let us stop to consider, say, those “intellectuals” (??) 
whose activities directly pertain to the economic sphere, 
all those forestry experts, agricultural experts, technicians, 
etc And how these people are needed 1n the countryside! But 
1n WHAT countryside? It goes without saying 1n the country- 
side of the landowners, the countryside of the enterprising 
muzhiks, who have "savings" and can afford to pay lor the 
services of all these "Lechuicians" whom Mr Krivenko 1s 
pleased to call “intellectuals " This countryside has, 1ndeed, 
long been thirsting for technicians, for credits, for ware- 
houses, all our economic hterature testifies to this But there 
1s another countryside, much larger, and it would not 
harm the "friends of the people" to think of 1t a little more 
often, it is the countryside of the ruined, ragged and 
fleeced peasants, who not only have no “savings” with which 
to pay for the labour of “intellectuals,” but have not even 
biead enough to save themselves from starvation And it 18 
this countryside that you want to assist with warehouses!! 
What will our one-horse and horseless peasants put 1n them? 
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Their clothes? They pawned them as far back as 1894 to the 
rural and urban kulaks who at that time, in fulfilment of 
your humane and liberal recipe, set up regular “warehouses” 
in their homes, taverns, and shops All they have left 
is their “hands”, but even the Russian bureaucrats have so 
far failed to 1nvent “warehouses” for this sort of commodity 

It would be hard to 1magine more striking proof of the 
utter banahty of these "democrats" than this sentimental- 
ity about technical progress among the “peasantry” and 
closing of eyes to the wholesale expropriation of this very 
“peasantry " For example, in Russkoye Bogatstvo, No 2 
(“Sketches,” § XII), Mr Karyshev, with the fervour of a 
liberal cretin, tells of cases of “perfections and improvements” 
in peasant farming—of the “spread on peasant farms of 
improved sorts of seed,” such as American oats, Vasa rye, 
Clydesdale oats, etc “In some places the peasants set spe- 
cial plots apart for seed and after careful tilling, they hand- 
plant selected samples of grain on them” “Many and very 
varied innovations” are noted “in the sphere of improved 
implements and machines,"* such as cultivators, light 
ploughs, threshing-machines, winnowing-machines, seed 
sorters Mention is made of “a greater variety of fertilisers"— 
phosphates, glue waste, pigeon manure, etc “Correspondents 
urge the necessity for setting up local Zemstvo stores in the 
villages for the sale of phosphates—and Mr Karyshev, quot- 
ing from Mr V V 's book, Progressive Trends in Peasant 
Farming (Mr Krivenko also refers to this book), 1s affected 
by all this touching progress almost to the point of fervour 

"These reports, which we have been able to give only 
1n brief, make a heartening and at the same time saddening 
impression Heartening, because these people, impover- 
ished, debt-laden, very many of them horseless, work with 
might and main, do not give way to despair, do not change 
their occupation, but remain true to the land, realising 
that ın ıt, 1n the proper treatment of it, hes their future, 


* | remind the reader of how these improved implements are 
distributed ın Novouzensk Uyezd 37% of the peasants (the poor), 
or 10 000 out of 28,000 households, have 7 1mplements out of 5,724, 
that 1s one-eighth of one per cent! Four fifths of the implements are 
monopolised by the rich, who constitute only one-fourth of the total 
households 
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their strength, their wealth " (Why, of course! It goes with- 
out saying that ıt is just the impoverished and horseless 
muzhik who buys phosphates, seed sorters, threshing-ma- 
chines and Clydesdale oat seed! O, sancta simplicitas! And 
this 1s not written by a ladies’ college damsel, but by a pro- 
tessor, a Doctor of Political Economy! No, say what you 
hke, 1t can’t all be due to sacred simplicity ) “They are fe- 
verishly searching for ways of effecting that proper treat- 
ment, searching tor new ways, methods of cultivation, seed, 
implements, fertilisers, everything that will lend fertility 
to the soil that feeds them and that will sooner or later re- 
ward them a hundredfold * Saddening, because" (perhaps 
you think that here at least this ‘friend of the people" men- 
tions the wholesale expropriation of the peasantry that ac- 
companies and engenders the concentration of land in the 
hands of the enterprising muzhiks, 1ts conversion into capital, 
into the basis of ımproved farming—the expropriation that 
throws on the market the “tree” and “cheap” “hands” which 
make for the success of native “enterprise” which employs 
all these threshing-machines, seed sorters and winnowing- 
machines?— Nothing of the kind!) “because — it is we our- 
selves who must be roused Where 1s our aid to the muzhik 
who 1s striving to improve his farming? We have at our 
disposal science, literature, museums, warehouses, commis- 
sion agencies " (Yes, gentlemen, that’s how he puts them, 
side by side “science” and “commission agencies” The 
time to study the “triends of the people” 1s not when they are 
fighting the Social-Democrats, because on such occasions 
they don a umform sewn trom tatters of their “fatheis’ 


* You are profoundly right venerable Mr Professor, when you 
say that improved farming will reward a hundredfold the "people" 
who do not give way to despair" and “remain true to the land” 
But have you not observed, O, great Doctor of Political Econ- 
omy, that to acquire all these phosphates and so on, the muzhik’ 
must stand out from among the mass of the starving poor in having 
spare money — and money after all is a product of social labour 
that falls into private hands, that the appropriation of the “reward’ 
for improved farming will be the appiopriation of other peoples 
labour, and that only the most contemptible hangers-on of the bour- 
geoisie can see the source of this abundant reward ın the personal 
effort of the husbandman, who “working with might and main,” 
‘fertilises the soil that feeds him’ ? 
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ideals,” but in their everyday clothes, when they are dis- 
cussing in detail the affairs of daily lıfe Then you get the 
full colour and flavour of these petty-bourgeois ideolo- 
gists ) "Is there anything of that sort at the disposal of the 
muzhih? Of course, there are the rudiments of them, but 
somehow they are developing very slowly The muzhik 
wants an example—where are our experimental fields, 
our model farms? The muzhik 1s seeking the printed word— 
where 1s our popular agronomic literature? The muzhik 
is seeking fertilisers, implements, seed—where are our 
Zemstvo stores for all these things, wholesale buying, pur- 
chasing and distributing conveniences? Where are you, 
men of affairs, private and Zemstvo? Go forth and work, 
the time for 1t has long been ripe, and 

Hearty thanks will be your meed 

From Russia's people!” 

N Karyshev (Russkoye Bogatstvo No 2,p 19) 


Here they are, these friends of the petty "people's" bour- 
geoisie, revelling 1n their petty-bourgeois progress! 

One would think that, even apart from an analysis of 
our rural economy, it is enough to observe this striking 
fact 1n our modern economic history—namely, the general- 
ly-noted progress ın peasant farming, parallel to the tre- 
mendous expropriation of the "peasantry"—to become con- 
vinced of the absurdity of picturing the "peasantry" as a 
single harmonious and homogeneous whole, to become con- 
vinced of the bourgeois character of all this progress! But the 
‘friends of the people" remain deaf to all this Having lost the 
good features of the old Russian social-revolutionary Naro- 
dism, they cling tightly to one of 1ts grave errors—its failure 
to understand the class antagonism within the peasantry 

"The peasantist [Narodnik] of ‘the seventies,” Hour- 
wich aptly remarks, “had no idea of class antagonism with- 
in the ranks of the peasantry themselves, regarding it as 
confined entirely to the ‘exploiter’—kulak or muiroyed— 
and his victim, the peasant imbued with the communistic 
spirit * Gleb Uspensky stood alone in his scepticism, op- 


* “There have arisen opposite social classes within the village 
community,” says Hourwich elsewhere (p 104) I quote Hourwich 
only to supplement the facts given above 
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posing his ironical smile to the universal illusion With 
his perfect knowledge of the peasantry, and his extraordi- 
nary artistic talent that penetrated to the very heart of 
the phenomena, he did not fail to see that individualism 
had become the basis of economic relations, not only as be- 
tween the usurer and the debtor, but among the peasants at 
large Cf his article “Casting ın One Mould” (Ravneniye 
pod odno), Russkaya Mysl, 1882, No 1" (Op cit, p 106) 

It was pardonable and even natural to succumb to this 
illusion in the sixties and seventies, when relatively 
accurate information about rural economy was so scarce, 
and when the differentiation of the peasantry had not yet 
become so marked, but today one must deliberately close one’s 
eyes not to see this differentiation It 1s extremely character- 
istic that 1t 1s precisely of late, when the ruin of the peas- 
antry seems to have reached its peak, that one hears so much 
on all sides about progressive trends in peasant farming 
Mr V V (also a most indubitable “friend of the people”) 
has written a whole book on this subject And you cannot 
accuse him of factual inaccuracy On the contrary, the 
technical, agronomical progress of the peasantry 1s an un- 
doubted fact, but so 1s the fact of the wholesale expropria- 
tion of the peasantry And there you are—the “friends of 
the people” concentrate all their attention on the fact that 
the “muzhik” 1s feverishly searching for new methods of 
cultivation to help him fertilise the soil that feeds him— 
losing sight of the reverse side of the medal, namely, the fe- 
verish separation of that very “muzhik” from the soil They 
bury their heads in the sand like ostriches so as to avoid 
looking facts in the face, so as not to notice that they are 
witnessing the process of the transformation into capital of 
the land from which the peasant is being separated,’ the 
process of creation of a home market * Try to disprove the 
existence of these two opposite processes among our community 
peasantry, try to erplain them 1n any other way than by the 
bourgeois character of our society! That would be too much! 


* The reason the search for “new methods of cultivation’ 1s be- 
coming feverish’ 1s that the enterprising muzhik has to run a larger 
farm and cannot cope with it by the old methods, that he 1s conipelled 
by competition to seck new methods, inasmuch as agriculture 15 
Increasingly acquiring a commodity, bourgeois character 
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Chauting hallelujahs and effusing humanitarian and benev- 
olent phrases are the alpha and omega of their “science,” 
of their whole political "activity ” 

And they even elevate this modest, liberal patching up 
of the present order to a regular philosophy "Minor, gen- 
vine activity,” says Mr Knvenko, with an air of profundi- 
ty;'1s much better than major inactivity " How new and 
clever! Moreover, he goes on to say, “minor activity 1s by 
no means synonymous with minor purpose " And as exam- 
ples of such “extension of activity,” when minor performance 
becomes “proper and good," he quotes the work of a certain 
lady in organising schools, lawyers' activities among the 
peasants eliminating pettifoggers, lawyers’ plans to accom- 
pany circuit courts into the provinces to act as de- 
fendant’s counsel, and, lastly, what we have already heard 
about, the organisation of handicraftsmen’s warehouses 
1n this case the extension of activity (to the dimensions of a 
gfeat purpose) 1s to consist ın opening warehouses "by the 
combined efforts of the Zemstvos in the busiest centres ” 

All this, of course, is very lofty, humane and hberal— 
‘“hberal,” because ıt will fiee the bourgeois economic system 
from all its medieval handicaps and thus make ıt easier for 
the worker to fight the system itself, which, of course, will 
be strengthened rather than hurt by such measures, and we 
have long been reading about all this ın all Russian liberal 
publications It would not be worth opposing 1t if the Rus- 
shoye Bogatstvo gentlemen did not compel us to do so, they 
began advancing these “modest beginnings of liberalism” 
AGAINST the Social-Democrats and, as a lesson to them, 
simultaneously rebuking them for renouncing “the ideals of 
their fathers” That being the case, we cannot help saying 
that 1t 1s, at the very least, amusing to oppose the Social- 
Democrats with proposals and suggestions for such mod- 
erate and meticulous liberal (that is, bourgeois-serving) 
activity As for the fathers and their ideals, 1t should be said 
that however erroneous and utopian the old theories of the 
Russian Narodmks were, at all events they were ABSO- 
LUTELY opposed to such “modest beginnings of liberahsm " 
I have borrowed the latter expression from Mr N 
Mikhailovsky's article "About the Russian Edition of 
K Marx's Book” (Otechestvenniye Zapiskt, 1872, No 4)—an 
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article written in a very lively and brisk style (compared 
with his present writings), and strongly protesting against 
the proposal not to offend our young hberals 

But that was long ago, so long ago that the “fiends of 
the people” have managed to forget all about it, and have 
glaringly demonstiated, by their tactics, that when there 1s 
no materialist criticism of political institutions, and when 
the class character of the modern state 1s not understood, 1t 
is only one step from political radicalism to political 
opportunism 

Here are a few examples of this opportunism 

“The transtormation ot the Mimstry of State Properties 
into the Mimstry of Agriculture,” declares Mr Yuzhakov, 
“may profoundly influence the course of our economic de- 
velopment, but ıt may also prove to be nothing but a re- 
shut fling of officials ” (Russkoye Bogatstvo, No 10) 

Everything depends, consequently, on who will be 
“called upon"—the friends of the people or the representa- 
tives of the interests of the landlords and capitalists The 
interests themselves need not be touched 

"The protection of the economically weak fiom the eco- 
nomically strong 1s the first natural task of state interler- 
ence," continues this same Mr Yuzhakov ın the same artı- 
cle, and he is supported 1n the same terms by the chronicler 
of home affans in Russkoye Bogatstvo, No 2 And so as to 
leave no doubt that his interpretation of this philanthropic 
nonsense* 1s the same as that of his worthy associates, the 
West-European liberal and radical petty-bourgeois ideolo- 
gists, he at once adds 

"Gladstone's Land Bills,* Bismarck's workers’ insurance, 
factory inspection, the idea of our Peasants’ Bank, the or- 
gamisation of migration, measures against the kulak—all 
these are attempts to apply this same principle of state 1n- 
terference for the protection of the economically weak" 

This at least has the merit of being frank The author 
bluntly states that, lke the Gladstones and Bis- 
marcks, he wants to adhere to the present social relations, 
like them he wants to patch up and darn present-day society 

* It 1s nonsense because the strength of the economically strong’ 


hes among other things in his possession of political power Without 
it he could not maintain his economic rule 
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(bourgeois society—something he does not understand 
any more than the West-European followers of the Glad- 
stones and Bismarcks do), and not combat ıt In complete 
harmony with this, their fundamental theoretical tenet, 1s 
the fact that they regard as an instrument of reform an or- 
gan which has its basis 1n this present-day society and pro- 
tects the interests of its ruling classes—the state They posi- 
tively believe the state to be omnipotent and above all classes, 
and expect that 1t will not only “assist” the working people, 
but create a real and proper system (as we have heard from 
Mr Krivenko) But then, of course, nothing else 1s to be ex- 
pected of them, dyed-1n-the-wool petty-bourgeois ideologists 
that they are For 1t 1s one of the fundamental and charac- 
teristic features of the petty bourgeoisje—one, inciden- 
tally, which makes 1t a reactionary class—that the petty 
producers, disunited and isolated by the very conditions of 
production and tied down to a definite place and to a defi- 
mte éxploiter, cannot understand the class character of 
the exploitation and oppression from which they suffer, 
and suffer sometimes no less than the proletarian, they can- 
not understand that in bourgeois society the state too 1s 
bound to be a class stato * 

Why 18 ıt then, most worthy “friends of the people,” that 
tall now—and with particular energy since this very eman- 
cipatory Reform—our government has "supported, protect- 
ed and created” only the bourgeoisie and capitalism? Why 
1s 1t that such unseemly conduct on the part of this absolute, 
allegedly supraclass, government has coincided precisely 
with a historical period characterised ın the country’s inter- 
nal life by the development of commodity economy, commerce 
and industry? Why do you consider these latter changes 1n 


* That is why the “friends of the people" are arch-reactionartes 
when they say that 1t 1s the state s natural task to protect the econom- 
ically weak (that is what it should be according to their banal, 
old wives morality), whereas Russia's entire history and home pol- 
icy testify that the task of our state 1s to protect only the feudal 
landlords and the big bourgeoisie, and to punish with the utmost 
brutahty every attempt of the "economically weak" to stand up for 
their nghts And that, of course, is 1ts natural task because abso- 
lutism and the bureaucracy are thoroughly saturated with the feudal- 
bourgeois spirit, and because in the economie sphere the bourgeoisie 
hold undivided sway and keep the workers “as quiet as " 
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internal hie to be the effect and the government's policy 
the cause, despite the fact that these changes were so deep 
down ın society that the government did not even notice them 
and put innumerable obstacles 1n their way, and despite the 
tact that this very same "absolute" government, under other 
conditions of iuternal hfe, "supported," protected" and 
"created" another class? 

Oh, the "friends of the people" never concern themselves 
with such questions! All this, you see, ıs materialism, 
dialectics, “Hegelianism,” “mysticism and metaphysics " 
They simply think that if you plead with this government 
nicely enough and humbly enough, it will put everything 
nght And as far as humbleness 1s concerned, one must do 
Russkoye Bogatstvo justice truly, it stands out even among 
the Russian liberal press for its inability to display the 
slightest independence Judge tor yourselves 

‘The abolition of the salt tax, the abolition of the poll- 
tax and the reduction of the land redemption payments” 
are described by Mr Yuzhakov as “a considerable relief to 
people's farming " Well, of course! But was not the aboli- 
tion of the salt tax accompamed by the imposition of a host 
ot new 1ndirect taxes and an increase ın the old ones? Was 
not the abolition of the poll-tax accompanied by an increase 
1n the payments made by the former state peasants, under 
guise of placing them on a redemption basis? And 18 
there not even now, aíter the famous reduction of redemp- 
tion payments (by which the government did not even re- 
turn to the peasants the profit ıt had made out of the redemp- 
tion operations), a discrepancy between the payments and 
the income from the land, 1e, a direct survival of feudal 
quitreut? Never mind! What is important, you see, 18 
"the first step," the “principle” As for the rest the rest we 
can plead for later on! 

These, however, are only the blossoms Now for the fruit 

"The eighties eased the people's burden" (that's by the 
above measures!) "and thus saved them from utter ruin” 

This 1s another phrase classic for its shameless servility, 
one that can only be placed, say, alongside Mr Mikhailov- 
sky’s statement, quoted above, that we have still to create 
& proletariat One cannot help recalling in this connection 
Shchedrin's incisive description ol the evolution of the Rus- 
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sian liberal! This liberal starts out by pleading with the au- 
thorities to grant reforms “as far as possible,” then he goes on 
to beg for “well, at least something,” and ends by taking up an 
eternal and unshakable stand on “anything, however mean ” 
Aud what else can one say of the ‘friends of the people" but 
that they have adopted this eternal and unshakable stand 
when, fresh from the impressions of a famine affecting mil- 
hons of people, towards which the government's attitude 
was first one of a huckster’s stinginess and then of a huck- 
ster’s cowardice, they say 1n print that the government has 
saved the people from utter ruin!! Several years more will 
pass, marked by the still more rapid expropriation of the 
peasantry, the government, in addition to establishing a 
Mimstry of Agriculture, will abolish one or two direct and 
impose several new indirect taxes, the famine will then 
affect 40 million people—and these gentlemen will write 
in the same old way you see, 40 and not 50 million are 
starving, that is because the government has eased the 
people's burden and has saved them from utter ruin, ıt 18 
because the government has hearkened to the “friends of 
the people" and established a Ministry of Agriculture! 

Another example 

In Russkoye Bogatstvo, No 2, the chronicler of home 
affairs arguing that Russia is “fortunately” (sic!) a back- 
ward country, “which has preserved elements that enable 
her to base her economic system on the principle of solidari- 
ty,"* says that she 1s therefore able to act "1n international 
affairs as an exponent of economic solidarity" and that Rus- 
sia’s chances for this are enhanced by her undeniable “po- 
htical. might"ll 

It 1s the gendarme of Europe, that constant and most re- 
liable bulwark of all reaction, who has reduced the Russian 
people, themselves oppressed at home, to the shameful po- 
sition of serving as an instrument for oppressing the peo- 
ples ın the West—it 1s this gendarme who 1s described as an 
exponent of economic solidarity! 


* Between whom? The landlord and the peasant, tbe ar poring 
muzhik and the tramp, the mill owner and tbe worker? To understan 
what this classical "principle of solidanty" means, we must remember 
that solidarity between the employer and the workman 1s achieved 
by “a reduction in wages” 
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This 18 indeed beyond all limit! Messrs the "Iriends of the 
people” will outdo all liberals They not only plead with the 
government, they not only eulogise 1t, they positively pray 
to 1t, pray with such obeisance, with such zeal that a stran- 
ger cannot help feeling eerie at the sound of their loyal 
loreheads cracking on the flagstones 

Do you remember the German defimtion of a philistine? 


Was ist der Philister? 
kin hohler Darm 

Voll Furcht und Hoffnung 
Dass Gott erbarm * 


This defimtion does not quite apply to our affairs God 
God takes a back seat with us But the authorities 

that's a different matter And if in this defimtion 
we substitute the word “authorities” for the word “God” 
we shall get an exact description of the ideological stock- 
1n-trade, the moral level and the civic courage of the Russian 
humane and liberal "friends of the people " 

To this absolutely preposterous view of the government, 
the "friends of the people" add a corresponding attitude 
toward the so-called “intelligentsia” Mr Krivenko writes 
“Literature ” should “appraise phenomena according to 
their social meaning and encourage every active effort to 
do good It has harped, and continues to harp, on the short- 
age of teachers, doctors, technicians, on the fact that the 
people are sick, poor" (there are few techmicians), “1}liter- 
ate, etc , and when people come forward who are weary of 
sitting at card tables, participating in private theatricals 
and eating sturgeon patties at parties given by Marshals 
of Nobility, and who go out to work with rare self-sacrifice 
and in face of numerous obstacles” (think of ıt they have 
sacrificed card tables, theatricals and patties!), “literature 
should welcome them ” 

Two pages later, with the business-lhke air of an old 
campaigner grown wise by experience, he reproves those who 
“wavered when confronted with the question whether or not 
to accept office as Zemsky Nachalniks,”* town mayors, or 


* What ts a phihstine? A hollow gut, full of fear and of bope 
in God s mercy (Goethe) —Ed 


WHAT THE FRIENDS OF THE PEOPLE ARE 263 


chairmen or members of Zemstvo Boards under the new 
regulations In a society with a developed consciousness 
of civic requirements and duties” (really, gentlemen, this 
is as good as the speeches of famous Russian Jacks-in-office 
like the Baranovs and Kosiches!), “such wavering and such an 
attitude to affairs would be inconcetvable, because 1t. would 
assimilate 1n its own way every reform that had any vital 
side to 1t at all, that 1s, would take advantage of and de- 
velop those sides of the reform that are expedient, as to the 
undesirable sides, 1t would convert them into a dead letter, 
and if there were nothing whatever vital ın the reform ıt 
would remain an entirely alien body" 

What on earth do you make of that! What miserable 
twopenny-ha'penny opportunism, what indulgence in self- 
admiration! The task of literature 1s to collect all the draw- 
ing-room gossip about the wicked Marxists, to bow and 
cringe to the government for saving the people from utter 
ruin, to welcome people who have grown weary of sitting at 
card tables, to teach the “public” not to fight shy even of 
such posts as that of Zemsky Nachalmk What is this I am 
reading— Nedelya,'* or Novoye Vremya? No, 1t 18 Russkoye 
Bogatstvo, the organ of the advanced Russian democrats 

And such gentlemen talk about the “ideals of their fathers,” 
claim that they, and they alone, guard the traditions of the 
days when France poured the ideas of socialism all over 
Europe"—and when, 1n Russia, the assimilation of these 
ideas produced the theories and teachings of Herzen and 
Chernyshevsky This 1s a downright disgrace and would 
be positively outrageous and offensive—if Russkoye Bogat- 
stvo were not so utterly amusing, 1f such statements 1n the 
columns of a magazine of this type did not arouse Homeric 
laughter, and nothing else Yes, 1ndeed, you are besmirching 
those ideals! What were actually the ideals of the first Rus- 
sian socialists, the socialists of the epoch which Kautsky so 
aptly described in the words 

“When every socialist was a poet and every poet a so- 
aalst ” 

Faith in a special social order, in the communal system of 
Russian life, hence—faith in the possibility of a peasant 
socialist revolution—that ıs what inspired them and roused 
dozens and hundreds of people to wage a heroic struggle 
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against the government Aud you, you cannot reproach the 
Social-Democrats with failing to appreciate the immense 
historical services of these, the finest people of their day, 
with failing to respect their memory profoundly But I 
ask you, where is that faith now? It has vamished So utterly, 
that when Mr V V tried to argue last year that the village 
community trains the people to common effort and 1s a ccn- 
tre of altruistic sentiments, etc ,'* even Mr Mikhailossky's 
conscience was pricked and he shametacedly began to lecture 
Mi V V and to point out that “no im estigation has shown 
a connection between our village community and altruism "?* 
And, indeed, no investigation has Yet there was a time 
when people had faith, implicit faith, without making any 
investigation 

How? Why? On what grounds? 

“Every socialist was a poet and every poet a socialist ” 

Moreover, adds the same Mr Mikhailovsky, all conscien- 
tious investigators agree that the countryside 1s splitting 
up, giving rise, on the one hand, to a mass of proletarians, 
and, on the other, to a handful of “kulaks” who keep the rest 
of the population under their heel And again he 1s right 
the countryside 1s indeed splitting up Nay more, the coun- 
tryside long ago split up completely And the old Russian 
peasant socialism spht up withit, making way for workers’ 
socialism, on the one hand, and degenerating into vulgar 
petty-bourgeois radicalism, on the other This change cannot 
be described as anything but degeneration From the doc- 
trine that peasant life 1s a special social order and that our 
country has taken an exceptional path of development, 
there has emerged a sort of diluted eclecticism, which can no 
longer deny that commodity economy has become the basis 
of economic development and has grown into capitalism, but 
which refuses to see the bourgeois character of all the rela- 
tions of production, refuses to see the necessity of the class 
struggle under this system From a political programme 
calculated (o arouse the peasantry for the socialist revolu- 
tion against the foundations of modern society* there has 


* That, substantially was what all our old revolutionary pro- 
grammes amounted to—from those say of the Bakuninists andthe 
rebels," to those of the Narodmks and finally the Narodovollsi, 
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emerged a programme calculated to patch up, to “improve” 
the conditions of the peasantry while preserving the foun- 
dations of modern society 

Strictly speaking, all this should already suffice to give an 
idea of the kind of “criticism” to be expected from these gen- 
tlemen of Russhoye Bogatstvo when they undertake to “de- 
molish” the Social-Democrats They do not make the slight- 
est attempt to give a straightforward and conscientious 
exposition of the Social-Democrats’ conception of Russian 
realities (they could quite well do so, and get round the cen- 
sorship, 1f they laid special stress on the economic side and 
kept to the general, partly allegorical terms in which they 
have conducted all their “polemics”) and to argue against its 
substance, to argue against the correctness of the practical 
conclusions drawn from it They prefer instead to confine 
themselvesto the most vacuous phrases about abstract schemes 
and behef 1n them, about the conviction that every country 
has to pass through the phase. and similar nonsense, with 
which we have already become sufficiently familiar 1n the case 
of Mr Mikhailovsky Often we get downright distortions Mr 
Krivenko, for example, declares that Marx "admitted that, 
if we desired 1t? (?!! So, according to Marz, the evolution of 
social and economic relations depends on human will and 
consciousness?? What 1s this—abysmal ignorance or unpar- 
alleled effrontery?!), "and acted accordingly, we could 
avoid the vicissitudes of capitalism and proceed by a differ- 
ent and more expedient path (sic!!!) ” 

Our knight was able to talk such nonsense by indulging 
in deliberate distortion Citing the passage from the well- 
known “K Marx's Letter" (Yuridichesky Vestnik, 1888, No 
10), where Marx speaks of his high esteem for Chernyshevsky, 
who thought it possible for Russia not to "undergo the 
tortures of the capitalist system,” Mr Krivenko closes 
the quotation marks, 1e , ends the reproduction of what 
Marx actually said (the last words of which were “he [Cher- 
nyshevsky] pronounces 1n favour of this latter solution")— 


for whom the conviction that the peasants would send an over- 
whelming majority of socialists to a future Zemsky Sobor" also 
occupied no small place m their thoughts 
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and adds “And I, says Maix, share” (krivenko's italics) 
"these views" (p 186, No 12) 

What Marx actually sa1d was this "And my honourable 
critic would have had at least as much reason for inferring 
from my esteem for this ‘great Russian scholar and 
critic’ that I shared his views on the question, as for con- 
cluding trom my polemic against the Russian ‘literary man’ 
and Pan-Slavist** that I rejected them " (Yuridichesky Vest- 
nik, 1888, No 10, p 271) 

And so Marx said that Mr Mikhailovsky had no right to 
regard him as an opponent of the 1dea of Russia's special 
hne of development because he also respected those who held 
this idea, but Mr Krivenko misconstrues this to mean that 
Marx "admitted" this special line of development This 1s 
an out-and-out distortion Marx's statement quoted above 
shows quite clearly that he evaded the question as such 
“Mr Maükhailovsky could have taken as a basis either of the 
two contradictory remarks, 1e , he had no grounds for bas- 
ing his conclusions as to my views on Russian affairs in 
general on either of them " And 1n order that these remarks 
should provide no occasion for misinterpretation, Marx, n 
this very same “letter,” gave a direct reply to the question 
of how his theory could be applied to Russia This reply 
very clearly shows that Marx avoided answering the ques- 
tion as such, avoided examining Russian data, which alone 
could decide the question "If Russia,” he replied, “is tending 
to become a capitalist nation on the pattern oí the West- 
European countries—and during the last years she has 
been taking much trouble in this respect—she will not 
succeed without having first transformed a good part of her 
peasants into proletarians "** 

This, I think, ıs perfectly clear the question was whether 
Russia was tending to become a capitalist nation, whether 
the ruin of her peasants was the process of the creation of a 
capitalist system, of a capitalist proletaiiat, and Marx says 
that “uf” she was so tending, she would have to transform a 
good part of her peasants into proletarians in other words, 
Marx's theory 1s to investigate and explain the evolution of 
the economic system of certain countries, and its “applica- 
tion” to Russia can be only the INVESTIGATION of Rus- 
sian production relations and their evolution, EMPLOYING 


WHAT THE FRIENDS OF THE PEOPLE ARE 267 


the established practices of the MATERIALIST method and 
of THEORETICAL political economy * 

The elaboration of a new theory of methodology and po- 
litical economy marked such gigantic progress in social 
science, such a tremendous advance for socialism, that al- 
most immediately after the appearance of Capital “the des- 
tany of capitalism ın Russia" became the principal theoret- 
ical problem for Russian socialists, the most heated de- 
bates raged around this problem, and the most important 
points of programme were decided in accordance with ıt 
And xt 1s noteworthy that when (some ten years ago) a sep- 
arate group of socialists appeared who answered ın the af- 
firmative the question of whether Russia's evolution was 
capitalist, and based this answer on the data of Russian 
economic reality, ıt encountered no direct and definite 
criticism of the point at issue, no criticism which accepted 
the same general methodological and theoretical principles 
and gave a different explanation of the data 

The “friends of the people,” who have launched a veri- 
table crusade against the Marxists, hkewise do not argue 
their case by examining the facts As we saw 1n the first 
article, they dispose of the matter with phrases Mr Mikh- 
ailovsky, moreover, never misses an opportunity to dis- 
play his wit about the Marxists lacking unanimity and about 
their failure to agree among themselves And “our well- 
known” N K Muikhailovsky laughs heartily over his joke 
about Marxists "real" and “not real " It 1s true that complete 
unanimity does not reign among the Marxists But, firstly, 
Mr Mikhailovsky misrepresents this fact, and, secondly, 
1t demonstrates the strength and vitality of Russian Social- 
Democracy and not its weakness A particularly character - 
istic feature of the recent period 1s that socialists are arriv- 
ing at Social-Democratic views by various paths and for 
that reason, while unreservedly agreeing on the fundamental 
and principal thesis that Russia 1s a bourgeois society which 
has grown out of the feudal system, that 1ts political form 1s 
a class state, and that the only way to end the exploitation 


* I repeat that this conclusion could not but be clear to anybody 
who had read the Communist M anifesto, The Poverty of Philosophy, 
and Capital, and that a special explanation was required only for 
the benefit of Mr Mikharlovsky 
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of the working people 1s through the class struggle of the 
proletariat—they differ on many paiticular problems both in 
their methods of argument and 1n the detailed interpretation 
of this or that phenomenon of Russian life. I can therefore 
delight Mr Mnikhailovsky in advance by stating that, 
within the limits of the above-mentioned thesis, which 1s 
fundamental and common to all Social-Democrats, differ- 
ences of opinion exist also on the problems that have been 
touched upon 1n these cursory notes, for example, the peas- 
ant Reform, the economics of peasant farming and hand- 
icratt industries, land renting, etc The unanimity of people 
who content themselves with the unanimous acceptance of 
“lofty truths” such as the peasant Reform might open for 
Russia peaceful paths of proper development, the state 
might call, not upon the representatives of capitalist inter- 
ests, but upon the “friends of the people", the village 
community might socialise agriculture and manufactur- 
ing industry, which might be developed into large-scale 
production by the  handicraftsman, people's land 
renting supports people's farming—this touching and mov- 
ing unanimity has been replaced by disagreements among 
persons who are seeking for an explanation of Russia's 
actual, present economic organisation as a system of defi- 
nite production relations, for an explanation of her actual 
economic evolution, of her political and all other types of 
superstructure 

And if such work—while leading people from different angles 
to the acceptance of the common position which undoubt- 
edly dictates joint political action and consequently confers 
on all who accept it the right and duty to call them- 
selves “SOCIAL DEMOCRATS”—still leaves a wide field for 
differences of opinion on a host of particular problems open 
to various solutions, 1t merely demonstrates, of course, 
the strength and vitality of Russian Social-Democracy * 


* For the simple reason that no solution of these problems has 
so far been found Indeed, you cannot Tegard as a solution of the land- 
renting problem the assertion that “peoples land renting supports 
peoples farming’ or the following description of the system of 
cultivating the landlord s land with the peasants implements “The 
peasant has proved to be stronger than the landlord ' who ‘has sac- 
rificed his independence for the benefit of the independent peasant”; 
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Moreover? 1t would be hard to imagine anything more 
difficult than the conditions under which this work 1s being 
done there 1s not, nor can there be, an organ to umte the 
various aspects of the work, in view of prevailing police 
conditions, private intercourse 1s extremely difficult It 
1s only natural that Social-Democrats cannot properly dis- 
cuss and reach agreement on details, that they contradict 
each other 

This 1s indeed funny, 1s ıt not? 

Mr Krivenko’s references, ın his “polemic” against the 
Social-Democrats, to “neo-Marxists” may cause some per- 
plexity Some readers may think that something 1n the na- 
ture of a split has taken place among the Social-Democrats, 
and that *neo-Marxists" have broken away from the old 
Social-Democrats Nothing of the kind At no time or place 
has anybody in a public defence of Marxism ¢riticised the 
theories and programme of Russian Social-Democracy, or 
advocated any other kind of Marxism The fact 1s that 
Messrs Knvenko and Mikhailovsky have been listening to 
drawing-room gossip about the Marxists, have been observ- 
ing various liberals who use Marxism to cover up their hb- 
eral inanity, and, with their characteristic cleverness and 
tact, have set out with this stock-in-trade to “criticise” 
the Marxists It 1s not surprising that this “criticism” con- 
sists of a regular chain of absurdities and filthy attacks 

“To be consistent,” argues Mr Krivenko, “we should give 
an affirmative answer to this” (to the question “should we 
not strive for the development of capitalist industry®”), 
and “not shrink from buying up peasants’ land or opening 
shops and taverns”, we should “rejoice at the success of the 
numerous inn-keepers in the Duma and assist the still 
more numerous buyers-up of the peasants’ grain ” 

Really, that 1s amusing Try to tell such a “friend of the 
people” that everywhere 1n Russia the exploitation of the work- 
ing people 1s by its nature capitalistic, that the enterprising 
muzhiks and buyers-up should be classed among the repre- 
sentatives of capitalism because of such and such political- 


“the peasant has wrested large-scale production from the grasp of 
the landlord’, “the people are the victors 1n the struggle for the torm 
of agricultural technique” This idle liberal chatter 1s to be found 
in The Destiny of Capitalism, the work of our well-known Mr V V 
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economic features, which prove the bourgeois character of 
the splitting up of the peasantry—why, he would raise a 
howl, cal! ıt outrageous heresy, shout about the indiserim- 
inate borrowing of West-European formulas and abstract 
schemes (while at the same time most carefully evading the 
actual meaning of the “heretical” argument) But when pic- 
tures of the “horrors” caused by the wicked Marxists have to 
be painted, lofty science and pure ideals may be left aside, and 
it may be admitted that buyers-up of peasants’ grain and 
peasants’ land really are representatives ol capitalism, and 
not merely “hankerers” after other people’s goods 

Try and prove to this ‘triend of the people’ that not only 
are the Russian bourgeoisie already 1n control of the people's 
labour everywhere, due to the concentration of the means 
of production 1n their hands alone, but they also bring pres- 
sure to bear upon the government, imtiating, compelling 
and determining the bourgeois character of 1ts policy—why, 
he would fly into a real rage, begin to shout about the omnip- 
otence of our government, about fatal misunderstanding 
and unlucky chance alone causing 1t always to ‘call upon” 
representatives of the interests of capitalism and not upon 
the "friends of the people,” about its artificially implanting 
capitalism But on the sly they are themselves compelled 
to recognise as representatives of capitalism the inn- 
heepers 1n the Duma, 1e , one of the elements of this very 
government that 1s supposed to stand above classes But, 
gentlemen, are the interests of capitalism in Russia repre- 
sented only 1n the “Duma,” and only by ‘inn-keepers”? 

As to filthy attacks, we have had quite enough of them 
from Mr Mikhailovsky, and we get them again from Mr 
Knvenko, who, for example, 1n his eagerness to anmhilate 
the hated Social-Democracy, relates that “some go into the 
factories (when, of course, they can get soft jobs as techni- 
cians or office workers), claiming that their sole purpose 1$ 
to accelerate the capitalist process" There is no need, of 
course, to reply to such positively indecent statements 
All we can do 1s to put a full stop here 

Keep on 1n the same spirit, gentlemen, keep boldly on! 
The imperial government, the one which, as you have 
just told us, has already taken measures (even though they 
have flaws 1n them) to save the peoplefrom utter ruin, will 
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take measures, this t1me without any flaws whatever, to save 
your banality and ignorance from exposure "Cultured so- 
ciety" will gladly continue as hitherto, in the intervals 
between sturgeon patties and the card table, to talk about 
the “younger brother" and to devise humane projects for 
"improving" his condition, its representatives will be 
pleased to learn from you that by taking up positions as 
Zemsky Nachalniks or other supervisors of the peasants’ 
purses they display a developed consciousness of civic 
requirements and duties Keep on! You may be certain not 
only of being left 1n peace but even of approval and praise 
from the hps of the Messrs Burenins 


In conclusion 1t will perhaps be worth while replying 
to a question which has probably occurred already to 
more than one reader Did it pay to argue so long with 
such gentlemen? Was ıt worth while replying seriously to 
this stream of liberal and censor-protected filth which they 
were pleased to call polemics? 

I think it was, not for their sake, of course, or for the 
sake of the “cultured” public, but for the useful lesson 
which Russian socialists can and should learn from this on- 
slaught It provides most stnking and most convincing 
proof that the period of Russia’s social development, when 
democracy and socialism were merged in one inseparable and 
indissoluble whole (as was the case, for example, in Cher- 
nyshevsky’s day), has gone never to return Today there are 
absolutely no grounds for the idea, which Russian social- 
ists here and there still cling to and which most harmfully 
affects their theories and practical work, that there 1s no 
profound qualitative difference in Russia between the ideas 
of the democrats and those of the socialists 

Quite the contrary, a wide gulf divides these ideas, 
and it 1s high time the Russian socialists understood 
this, understood that a COMPLETE and FINAL RUPTURE 
with the ideas of the democrats 1s INEVITABLE and IM- 
PERATIVE! 

Let us see what this Russian democrat actually was in 
the days which gave rise to this idea, and what he has now 
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become The ‘friends of the people" provide enough material 
for such a comparison 

Extremely interesting in this connection 1s Mr Kriven- 
ko's attack on Mr Struve who, 1n a German publication, op- 
posed Mr Nik —on's utopianism (his article “On Capıtal- 
ist Development in Russia,” "Zur Beurtheilung der kapitalis- 
Uschen Entwicklung Russlands,”appeared in Sozialpolttisches 
Centralblatt,* III, No 1, October 2, 1893) Mr Knvenko 
launches out against Mr Struve for, as he alleges, classing 
the ideas ot those who "stand for the village community 
and the allotment” as “national socialism” (which, he says, 
is of a “purely utopian nature”) This terrible accusation of 
being concerned with socialism drives our worthy author 
into a rage 

“Were there,” he exclaims, “no others” (apart trom Her- 
zen, Chernyshevsky and the Narodniks), “who stood for the 
village community and the allotment? What about those who 
drew up the regulation for the peasants, who made the com- 
munity and the peasants’ economic independence the basis 
of the Reform, what about the investigators of our history 
and of contemporary life who support these principles, and 
almost the whole of our senous and respectable press, 
which also supports these principles—are they all victims 
of the delusion called ‘national socialism ?" 

Calm yourself, most woithy “friend ot the people”! You 
were so scared by the awful accusation of being concerned 
with socialism that you did not even take the trouble to 
read Mr Struve's "httle article" carefully And, indeed, 
what a crying injustice 1t would be to accuse those who 
stand for “the village community and he allotment’ of being 
concerned with socialism! Pray, what 1s there socialistic in 
this? Socialism, as we know, 1s the name given to the protest 
and struggle against the exploitation of the working people, 
a struggle for the complete abolition of this exploitation— 
while “to stand for the allotment” means supporting the peas- 
ant’s pay ment of redemption money for all the land they used 
to have at their disposal But even if one does not stand tor 
land redemption but for the gratuitous retention of the land 
thepeasants possessed beforethe Reform ;thereisnothing social- 
istic in it, for 1t 1sthis peasantownershipofland (whichevolved 
during the feudal period) that has everywhere 1n the West, 
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as here in Russia,* been the basis of bourgeois society “To 
stand for the village community,” 1 e , to protest against po- 
lice interference 1n the customary methods of distributing the 
land—what 1s there socialistic in that, when everyone knows 
that exploitation of the working people can very well exist 
and 1s engendered within this community? That 1s stretching 
the word "socialism" to mean anything, maybe Mr Pobe- 
donostsev,' too, will have to be classed as a socialist! 

Mr Struve is not guilty of such an awful injustice at 
all He speaks of the “utopianism of the national social- 
1sm" of the Narodniks, and we can see whom he classes as 
Narodniks from the fact that he refers to Plekhanov's Our 
Differences as a polemic against the Narodniks Plekhanov, 
undoubtedly, polemised against socialists, against people 
who had nothing in common with the “serious and respect- 
able" Russian press Mr Krivenko, therefore, had no nght 
to take as applying to himself what was meant for the Na- 
rodmiks If, however, he was so anxious to know Mr Stru- 
ve's opinion about the trend to which he himself adheres, 
I am surprised that he paid no attention to, and did not 
translate for Russkoye Bogatstvo, the following passage in 
Mr Struve's article 

"As capitalist development advances," says the author, 
"the philosophy" (Narodnik philosophy) “just described 13 
bound to lose its basis It will either degenerate (wird herab- 
sinken) 1nto a rather colourless reformist trend, capable of 
compromise and seeking for compromise,** promising rudi- 
ments of which have long been observable, or 1t will admit 
that the actual development is inevitable and will draw 
the theoretical and practical conclusions that necessarily 
follow from this—1in other words, will cease to be utopian " 

If Mr Knvenko cannot guess where, in Russia, are to 
be found the rudiments of the trend that 1s only capable 
of compromise, I would advise him to glance at Russkoye 
Bogatstvo, at the theoretical views of that magazine, which 
represent a pitiful attempt to piece together fragments of 
the Narodink doctrine with the recognition of Russia's cap- 


* Proof—the break-up of the peasantry 

+% Ziemlich bla8e kompromiBfahige und kompromiB süchtige Re- 
formnchtung—| think this might be rendered in Russian as kule 
turnichesky opportunizm [uplift opportunism] 
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italist development, and at its political programme, which 
aims at improving and restoring the economy of the small 
producers on the basis of the present capitalist system * 
One of the most characteristic and significant phenomena 
of our social life 1n recent times 1s, generally speaking, the de- 
generation of Narodism into petty-bourgeois opportunism 
Really, 1f we take the substance of the programme of 
Russkoye Bogatstvo—the regulation of migration, land rent- 
ing, cheap credit, museums, warehouses, technical improve- 
ment, artels, common land cultivation and all the rest— 
we shall find that 1t 1s 1ndeed very widely circulated 1n the 
whole "serious and respectable press," 1e , 1n the whole 
liberal press, the publications that are not the organs of the 
feudal landlords and do not belong to the reptile press '* 
The idea that all these measures are necessary, useful, ur- 
gent, “innocuous,” has taken deep root among the entire 
intelligentsia and 1s extremely widespread You will meet 
with 1t 1n provincial sheets and newspapers, 1n all Zemstvo 


* Mr Knvenko cuts an altogether sorry figure in his attempt 
to wage war on Mr Struve He betrays a childish inability to bring 
forward any really valid objections, and an equally childish irritation 
For example, Mr Struve says that Mr Nik —on isa “utopian,” and 
gives very explicit reasons for calling him so 1) because he ignores 
the “actual developeri of Russia,” and 2) because he does not 
understand the class charactèr of our state and appeals to “socie- 
Ly" and the “state” What arguments does Mr Krvenke bring 
against this? Does he deny that our development is really capital- 
ist? Does he say that it 1s of some other kind? Does he say that 
ours ıs not a class state? No He prefers to avoid these questions 
altogether and to battle with comical wrath against “stereotyped pat- 
terns of his own invention Another example Besides charging 
Mr Nik —on with not understanding the class struggle, Mr Struve 
reproaches him with grave errors of theory in the sphere of “purely 
economic facts” He points out among other things, that in speaking 
of the smallness of our non agricultural population, Mr Nik —on 
"fails to observe that the capitalist development of Russia will smooth 
out this difference between 80% (rural population of Russia) “and 
44% (rural population of America) “that, one might say, 1s its his- 
torical mission > Mr. Krivenko, firstly garbles this passage by speak- 
ing of "our (?) mission to deprive the peasant of his land whereas 
the fact of the matter 1s that capitalism tends to reduce the rural 
population and, secondly, without saying a single word on the 
substance of the question (whether a capitalism that does not lead to 
8 reduction of the rural population is possible) he talks a lot of 


nonsense about “doctrinaires,” etc See Appendix I] (p 308 of this 
volume —£d ) 
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researches, abstracts, descriptions, etc , etc If this 1s to be 
regarded as Narodism, then undoubtedly 1ts success 1s enor- 
mous and indisputable 

Only it ıs not Narodism at all (in the old, customary 
meaning of that term), and its success and tremendously 
widespread character have been achieved at the cost of 
vulgansing Narodism, converting social-revolutionary Na- 
rodism, which was sharply-opposed to our hberalism, into 
uplift opportunism, that merges with this hberahsm and 
expresses only the interests of the petty bourgeoisie 

To convince ourselves of this we need but turn to the pic- 
tures of differentiation among the peasants and handicrafts- 
men given above—and these pictures by no means depict 
isolated or new facts, but are simply an attempt to portray 
in terms of political economy that “school” of “blood-suck- 
ers” and “farm labourers” whose existence 1n our country- 
side 18 not denied even by our opponents It goes without 
saying that the "Narodnik" measures can only serve to 
strengthen the petty bourgeoisie, or else (artels and com- 
mon cultivation) are bound to be miserable palliatives, 
remain pitiful experiments of the kind which the liberal 
bourgeoisie cultivated so tenderly everywhere 1n Europe for 
the simple reason that they do not ın the least affect the 
“school” itself For the same reason, even the Messrs 
Yermolovs and Wittes" cannot object to progress of this 
kind Quite the contrary. Do us the favour, gentlemen! 
They will even give you money “for experiments,” 1f only 
these will divert the “intelligentsia” from revolutionary work 
(emphasising the antagonism, explaining it to the proletar- 
lat, attempting to bring this antagonism out on to the high 
road of direct political struggle) to such patching up of 
the antagonism, to conciliation and unification Do us the 
favour! 

Let us dwell a httle on the process which led to this 
degeneration of Narodism When at first arose, in its orig- 
ial form, it was a fairly well-kmit theory starting from 
the view of a specific way of hfe of the people, it believed 
in the communist instincts of the “communal” peasant and 
for that reason regarded the peasantry as a natural fighter for 
socialism But it lacked theoretical elaboration and con- 
firmation 1n the facts of Russian life, on the one hand, and 
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experience 1n applying a political programme based on these 
assumed qualities of the peasant, on the other 

The development of the theory, therefore, proceeded along 
the two lines, the theoretical and the practical The theoreti- 
cal work was directed mainly towards studying that form of 
landownership ın which they wanted to see the rudiments of 
communism, and this work yielded a wealth of factual mate- 
nal ofthe most varied kind But this material, which mainly 
concerned the form of landownership, completely obscured the 
economics of the countryside from the investigators’ eyes 
This happened all the more naturally, because, firstly, the 
investigators lacked a sound theory of method ın social 
science, a theory showing the need to single out and make 
a special study of production relations, and because, second- 
ly, the collected factual material furnished direct evidence 
of the 1mmediate needs of the peasantry, of the immediate 
hardships which had a depressing effect upon peasant 
economy All the investigators’ attention was concentrated on 
studying these hardships—land poverty, high payments, lack 
of nghts, and the crushed and downtrodden condition of the 
peasants All this was described, studied and explained with 
such a wealth of material, in such minute detail, that if ours 
were not a class state, if 1ts policy were determined not by the 
interests of the ruling classes, but by the impartial discussion 
of the “people’s needs,” 1t should, of course, have been con- 
vinced a thousand times over of the need for eliminating 
these hardships Thenaive investigators, believing 1n the possi- 
bility of “convincing” society and the state, were completely 
submerged 1n the details of the facts they had collected, and 
lost sight of one thing, the political-economic structure of 
the countryside, lost sight of the main background of the 
economy that really was being crushed by these 1mmediate 
hardships The result, naturally, was that defence of the 1n- 
terests of an economy crushed by land poverty, etc , turned 
out to be a defence of the interests of the class that held 
this economy in its hands, that alone could endure and devel- 
op under the given social-economic relations within the com- 
munity, under the given economic system in the country 

Theoretical work directed towards the study of the 
institution which was to serve as the basis and support for the 
abolition of exploitation led to a programme being drawn 
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up which expresses the interests of the petty bourgeois1e,1e , 
the very class upon which this system of exploitation rests! 

At the same time, practical revolutionary work also 
developed 1n quite an unexpected direction Belief 1n the 
communist instincts of the muzhik naturally demanded ot 
the socialists that they set politics aside and “go among the 
people” A host of extremely energetic and talented per- 
sons set about fulfilling this programme, but practice con- 
vinced them of the naivete of the idea of the muzhik’s in- 
stincts being communist It was decided, incidentally, that 
they did not have to do with the muzhik, but with the 
government—and the entire activity was then concentrated 
on a fight against the government, a fight then waged by 
the intellectuals alone, they were sometimes joined by 
workers. At first this fight was waged ın the name of social- 
ism and was based on the theory that the people were ready 
for socialism and that it would be possible, merely by seiz- 
ing power, to effect not only a political, but also a social 
revolution Latterly, this theory is apparently becoming 
utterly discredited, and the struggle waged by the Narodo- 
volts: against the government ıs becoming a struggle of the 
radicals for political liberty 

Hence, in this case, too, the work led to results dia- 
metrically opposite to its point of departure, in this case, 
too, there emerged a programme expressing only the 
interests of radical bourgeois democracy Strictly speak- 
ing, this process is not yet complete, but 1s already, I 
think, clearly defined This development of Narodism was 
altogether natural and inevitable, because the doctrine was 
based on the purely mythical idea of peasant economy being 
a special (communal) system the myth dissolved when it 
came into contact with reality, and peasant socialism 
turned into radical-democratic representation of the petty- 
bourgeois peasantry 

Let me give examples of the democrat's evolution 

“We must see to it,” argues Mr Krivenko, "that 1ustead 
of an integral man we do not get an all-Russian jelly- 
fish filled only with a vague ferment of good sentiments 
but incapable either of real self-sacrifice or of doing any- 
thing durable in lıfe” The homily ıs an excellent one, 
but let us see what it 1s applied to “In regard to the latter,” 
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continues Mr Krivenko, “I am acquainted with the fol- 
lowing vexatious fact” in the South of Russia there lived 
some young people “who were inspired by the very best 
intentions and by a love for the younger brother, they 
showed the greatest attention and respect for the muzhik, 
they treated him as the guest of honour, ate out of the same 
bowl with him, treated him to jam and biscuits, they paid 
him higher prices than others did, they gave him money— 
as loans, or as tips, or for no reason at all, they told him 
about European institutions and workers’ associations, etc 
In the same locality there lived a young German named 
Schmidt, the steward of an estate, or rather just a gardener, 
aman without any humanitarian ideas, a real, narrow, for- 
mal German soul" (sic??!!), etc Three or four years passed, 
and these people separated and went their different ways. 
Another twenty years passed, and the author, on revisit- 
ing the locality, learned that “Mr Schmidt” (as a reward for 
his useful activities gardener Schmidt had been promoted 
to Mr Schmidt) had taught the peasants grape growing, 
from which they now obtain “some income,” 75 to 100 rubles 
a year, and on this account they had preserved “kind mem- 
ories” of him, whereas of the “gentlemen who merely cher- 
ished kind sentiments fer the muzhik but did nothing tan- 
gible (!) for him, not even the memory was left ” 

A calculation shows that the events described occurred 
about 1869-1870, that 1s, roughly at the time when the 
Russian Narodmik socialists were trying to introduce into 
Russia the most advanced and most important of “Euro- 
pean institutions”—the International ** 

Clearly, the impression created by Mr Krivenko’s ac- 
count 1s a little too harsh, and so he hastens to make a res- 
ervation 

“I do not suggest, of course, that Schmidt was better 
than these gentlemen I merely point out why, for all 
his defects, he left a more lasting impression 1n the local- 
ity and on the population ” (I do not suggest that he was bet- 
ter, I merely point out that he left a more lasting impres- 
sion—what nonsense?!) “Nor do I say that he did anything 
important, on the contrary, Í cite what he did as an example 
of a most trifling, incidental deed, which cost him nothing, 
but which for all that was undoubtedly vital ” 
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The reservation, you see, 15 very ambiguous, the point, 
however, 1$ not its ambiguity, but the fact that the author, 
1n contrasting the fruitlessness of the one activity with the 
success of the other, apparently does not suspect that there 1s 
a fundamental difference of tendency between these two 
typesof activity That is the whole point, which makes the 
story so characteristic in defining the contemporary demo- 
crat’s physiognomy 

The young people who talked to the muzhik about 
“European institutions and workers’ associations" evident- 
ly wanted to inspire in the muzhik a desire to alter the 
forms of social life (the conclusion I draw may be wrong 
in this instance, but everyone wil] agree, | think, that 
it 13 a legitimate one, for ıt follows inevitably from 
Mr Knvenko's story), they wanted to stir him to undertake 
a social revolution against contemporary society, which 
engenders such disgraceful exploitation and oppression of 
the working people, accompanied by universal rejoicing 
over all sorts of liberal progress "Mr Schmidt," on the 
other hand, true husbandman that he was, merely wanted 
to help others arrange their affairs—and nothing more 
Well, but how can one compare, juxtapose these two types 
of activity, which have diametrically opposite aims? Why, 
it 1s Just as though somebody were to start comparing the 
failure of a person who tried to destroy a given building 
with the success of one who tried to reinforce it! To draw 
a comparison with any sense 1n 1t, he should have inquired 
why the efforts of the young men and women who went among 
the people to stimulate the peasants to revolution were so un- 
successiul — whether 1t was because they erroneously believed 
that the “peasantry” really represented the working people and 
exploited population, whereas 1n fact the peasantry does not 
constitute a single class (—an illusion only to be explained, 
perhaps, by the reflected influence of the epoch of the fall 
of serfdom, when the peasantry did indeed come forward 
as a Class, but only as a class of feudal society), for within 
it a bourgeois and a proletarian class are forming—in a 
word, he should have examined the old socialist theories and 
the Social-Democratic criticism of these theories Instead, 
Mr Krivenko moves heaven and earth to prove that “Mr 
Schmidt's" work was “undoubtedly vital " But pardon me, 
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most worthy Mr “friend of the people," why hammer at an 
open door? Whoever doubts 1t? To lay out a vineyard and 
get an annual income of 75 to 100 rubles from 1t—what 
could be more vital?* 

And the author goes on to explain that 1f one peasant lays 
out a vineyard, that 1s 1solated activity, but 1f several do, 
that 1 common and widespread activity, which transforms 
a small job into real and proper work, just as, for example, 
A N Engelhardt'* not only used phosphates on his estate 
but got others to u«e them 

Now, 1sn't this democrat really splendid! 

Let us take another example, one from opinions on the 
peasant Retorm What attitude towards 1t had Chernyshev- 
sky, a democrat of that epoch, when democracy and social- 
ism were undivided? Unable to express his opinion openly, 
he kept sent, but gave the following roundabout descrip- 
tion of the contemplated reform 

“Suppose I was interested in taking measures to protect the 
provisions out of which your dinner ismade It goeswithout say- 
ing that uf I was prompted to do so by my kind disposition to- 
wards you, then my zeal was based on the assumption that the 
provisions belonged to you and that the dinner prepared from 
them would be wholesome and beneficial to you Imagine my feel- 
ings, then, when I learn that the provisions do not belong to you 
ai all, and that for every dinner prepared from them you 
are charged a price which not only exceeds the cost of the 
dinner" (this was written before the Reform Yet the Messrs 


Yuzhakovs assert now that its fundamental principle was 
to give security to the peasants!!) “but which you are not 
able to pay at all without extreme hardship What thoughts 
enter my head when I make such strange discoveries? How 
stupid I was to bother about the matter when the conditions 
did not exist to ensure its usefulness! Who but a fool would 
bother about the retention of property in certain hands with- 
out first satisfying himself that those hands will recewe the 


* You should have tried to thrust your offer of this "vital" work 
On those young people who talked to the muzhik about European 
associations! What a welcome, what a splendid retort they would 
have given you! You would have been as mortally afraid of their ideas 
as you now are of materialism and dialectics! 
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property, and on favourable terms? Far better tf all these 
provisions are lost, for they will only cause harm to my dear 
friend! Far better be done with the whole business, for it will 
only cause your ruin!” 

I have emphasised the passages which show most salent- 
ly how profoundly and splendidly Chernyshevsky understood 
the realities of his time, how he understood the significance 
of the peasants' payments, how he understood the antag- 
onism between the social classes in Russia It is also 
important to note his ability to expound such purely revolu- 
tionary ideas in the censored press He wrote the same 
thing in his illegal works, but without circumlocution 
In A Prologue to the Prologue, Volgin (into whose mouth 
Chernyshevsky puts his ideas) says 

“Let the emancipation of the peasant be placed in the 
hands of the landlords’ party It won't make much difference "* 
And ın reply to his 1nterlocutor's remark that, on the contra- 
ry, the difference would be tremendous, because the land- 
lords’ party was opposed to allotting land to the peasants, 
he replies emphatically 

‘No, not tremendous, but msignificant It would be tre- 
mendous if the peasants obtained the land without redemp- 
tion payments There ıs a difference between taking a thing 
from a man and leaving it with him, but if you take pay- 
ment from him it is all the same The only difference be- 
tween the plan of the landlords’ party and that of the pro- 
gressists ıs that the former ıs simpler and shorter That is why 
it is even better Less red tape and, in all probability, less of a 
burden on the peasants Those peasants who have money will 
buy land As to those who have none—there's no use com- 
pellng them to buy ıt It will only ruin them Redemption is 
nothing but purchase” 

It required the genius of a Chernyshevsky to understand 
so clearly at that time, when the peasant Reform was ouly 
being introduced (when ıt had not yet been properly eluci- 
dated even 1n Western Europe), 1ts fundamentally bourgeois 
character, to understand that already at that time Russian 


* [ quote from Plekhanov s article “N G Chernyshevsky," in 
Sotsial Demokrat ** 
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"society" and the Russian "state" were ruled and governed by 
social classes that were 1rreconcilably hostile to the working 
people and that undoubtedly predetermined the ruin and 
expropriation of the peasantry Moreover, Chernyshevsky 
undeistood that the existence of a government ‘that screens 
our antagonistic social relations 1s a terrible evil, which ren- 
ders the position of the working people ever so much worse 

“To tell the truth,” Volgin continues, “it would be better if 
they were emancipated without land ” (That 1s, since the feudal 
landlords in this country are so strong, 1t would be better if 
they acted openly, straightforwardly, and said all they had ın 
mand, instead of hiding their interests as «erf owners behind 
the compromises of a hypocritical absolute government ) 

“The matter ts put tn such a way that I see no reason for 
getting excited, even over whether the peasants are emancipat- 
ed or not, let alone over whether the liberals or the landlords 
are to emancipate them To my mind tt ts all the same It 
will even be better if the landlords do it” 

Here 1s a passage from “Unaddressed Letters” “They say 
emancipate the peasants Where are the forces for ıt? Those 
forces do not yet exist It is useless tackling a job when the 
forces for «t are lacking Yet you see the way things are going 
They wil start emancipating But what will come of it? 
Well, judge for yourself what comes of tackling a job which 
is beyond your powers You just botch wt—and the result 
will be vile ”** 

Chernyshevsky understood that the Russian feudal, 
bureaucratic state was incapable of emancipating the peas- 
ants, that 1s, of overthrowing the feudal serf owners, that it 
was only capable of something “vile,” of a miserable compro- 
mise between the interests of the liberals (redemption 1s noth- 
ing but purchase) and of the landlords, a compromise em- 
ploying the illusion of security and freedom to deceive the 
peasants, but actually ruining them and complitely betraying 
them to the landlords And he protested, execrated the Re- 
form, wanted 1t to fail, wanted the government to get tied 
up 10 its equilibristics between the liberals and the landlords, 
and wanted a crash to take place that would bring Russia 
out on the high road of open class struggle 

Yet today, when Chernyshevsky’s brilliant predictions 
have become fact, when tho history of the past thirty 
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years has ruthlessly shown up all economic and political 
illusions, our contemporary “democrats” sing the praises of 
the Reform, regard 1t as a sanction for "people's" production, 
contrive to draw proof from 1t of the possibility of. finding 
a way which would get around the social classes hostile to 
the working people I repeat, their attitude towards the 
peasant Retorm is most striking proof of how profoundly 
bourgeois our democrats have become These gentlemen 
have learned nothing, but have forgotten very, very much 

For the sake of comparison, I will take Otechestvenniye 
Zapiskt for 1872 I have already quoted passages {rom the 
article “The Plutocracy and Its Basis,” dealing with the 
successes ın respect of hberalism (which screened pluto- 
cratic interests) achieved by Russian society in the very 
first decade after the “great emancipatory” Reform 

While formerly, wrote the same author 1n the same article, 
one would often find people who whined over the reforms 
and wailed for the good old days, they are to be found no 
longer “Everybody 1s pleased with the new order, everybody 
1s happy and satisfied " And the author goes on to show how 
literature “itself 1s becoming an organ of the plutocracy,” 
advocating the interests and aspirations of the plutocracy 
“under the cloak of democracy ” Examine this argument a 
little more closely The author ıs displeased with the fact 
that “everybody” 1s pleased with the new order brought about 
by the Reform, that “everybody” (the representatives of 
“society” and of the “intelligentsia,” of course, not of the 
working people) 1s happy and satisfied, notwithstanding the 
obvious antagonistic, bourgeois features of the new order 
the public fail to notice that liberalism merely screens “free- 
dom of acquisition,” acquisition, of course, at the expense and 
to the disadvantage of the mass of working people And he 
protests It ıs this protes., characteristic of the socialist, 
that 1s valuable in his argument Observe that this protest 
against a plutocracy screened by democracy contradicts the 
general theory of the magazine for they deny that there are 
any bourgeois features, elements or interests 1n the peasant 
Reform, they deny the class character of the Russian 1n- 
telligentsia and of the Russian state, they deny that there 
1s a basis for capitalism ın Russia—nevertheless, they cannot 
but sense and perceive the capitalism and bourgeoisdom. 
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And to the extent that Otechestvenmye Zapıskı, sensing the 
antagomsm in Russian society, fought bourgeois liberalism 
and bourgeois democracy—to that extent it fought 1n a 
cause common to all our pioneer socialists, who, although 
they could not understand this antagonism, nevertheless 
realised its existence and desired to combat the very organ- 
isation of society which gave mse to it, to that extent 
Otechestvenntye Zapiskt was progressive (from the point of 
view ot the proletariat, of course) The "friends of the people” 
have forgotten this antagonism, they have lost all sensibility 
of the fact that ın this country, too, ın Holy Russia, the 
pure-blooded bourgeois hide "under the cloak of democracy", 
and that ıs why they are now reactionary (in relation to 
the proletanat), for they gloss over the antagonism, and 
talk, not of struggle, but of conciliatory, “uplift” activity 

But, gentlemen, has the Russian clear-browed liberal, 
the democratic representative of the plutocracy of the 
sixties, ceased to be the ideologist of the bourgeoisie in 
the nineties just because his brow has become clouded 
with civic grief? 

Does “freedom of acquisition” on a large scale, freedom to 
acquire big credits, big capital, big technical improvements, 
cease to be liberal, 1e, bourgeois, while the present so- 
cial-economic relations remain unchanged, merely because 
its place 1s taken by freedom to acquire small credits, small 
capital, small technical improvements? 

I repeat, ıt 18 not that they have altered their opinions 
under the influence of a radical change of views or a radical 
change 1n our order of things No, they have simply forgotten 

Having lost the only feature that once made their pred- 
ecessors progressive—notwithstanding the utter unsound- 
ness of their theomes and their naive and utopian out- 
look on reahty—the “friends of the people" have learnt 
absolutely nothing during all this tame And yet, quite 
apart from a political-economic analysis of Russian reali- 
ties, the political history of Russia during the past thirty 
years alone should have taught them a great deal 

At that time, in the era of the “sixties,” the power of 
the feudal landlords was sapped they suffered defeat, not 
complete, 1t 1s true, but so decisive that they had to slink 
from the stage The liberals, on the contrary, raised their 
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heads Streams of liberal phrase-mongering flowed about 
progress, science, goodness, struggle against injustice, the 
interests of the people, the conscience of the people, the 
forces of the people, etc, etc —the very phrases which 
now, too, at moments of particular depression, are vomited 
forth by our radical snivellers ın their salons, and by our 
liberal phrase-mongers at their anniversary dinners, aud in 
the columns of their magazines and newspapers The hber- 
als proved strong enough to mould the "new order" 1n their 
own fashion—not entirely, of course, but 1n fair measure 
Although "the clear light of the open class struggle” did not 
shine 1n Russia at that time, there was more light then than 
there 1s now, so that even those 1deologists of the working 
people who had not the faintest notion oi this class struggle, 
and who preferred to dream of a better future rather than 
explain the vile present, could not help seeing that lberal- 
ism was a cloak for plutocracy, and that the new order was a 
bourgeois order It was the removal fromthe stage of the feudal 
landlords, who did not divert attention to still more crying 
evils of the day, and did not prevent the new order from 
being observed ın its pure (relatively) form, that enabled this 
to be seen But although our democrats of that time knew how 
to denounce plutocratic liberalism, they could not under- 
stand 1t and explain it scientifically, they could not under- 
stand that 1t was inevitable under the capitalist organisation 
of our social economy, they could not understand the pro- 
gressive character of the new system of life as compared with 
the old, feudal system, they could not understand the revo- 
lutionary role of the proletariat 1t created, and they hmit- 
ed themselves to "snorting" at this system of "liberty" and 
"humanity," imagined that its bourgeois character was 
fortuitous, and expected social relations of some other 
kind to reveal themselves in the "people's system” 

And then history showed them these other social rela- 
tions The feudal landlords, not completely crushed by the 
Reform, which was so outrageously mutilated 1n their inter- 
ests, revived (for a time) and showed vividly what these 
other than bourgeois social relations of ours were, showed 
it in the form of such unbridled, incredibly senseless and 
brutal reaction that our democrats caught fright, subsid- 
ed, instead of advancing aud remoulding their naive democ- 
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racy—which was able to sense what was bourgeois but was 
unable to understand it—into Social-Democracy, went 
backwards, to the liberals, and are now proud of the fact 
that their snivelling—ie, I want to say, their theories 
and programmes—is shared by "the whole serious and re- 
spectable press " One would have thought the lesson wasa 
very impressive one the illusions of the old socialists about 
a special mode of life of the people, about the socialist 
instincts of the people, and about the fortuitous character 
of capitalism and the bourgeoisie, had become too obvious, 
one would have thought that the facts could now be looked 
straight ın the face and the admission be openly made 
that there had not been and were not any other social- 
economic relations than bourgeois and moribund feudal 
relations 1n Russia, and that, therefore, there could be no 
road to socialism except through the working-class move- 
ment But these democrats had learned nothing, and the 
naive illusions of petty-bourgeois socialism gave way to 
the practical sobnety of petty-bourgeois progress 

Today, the theories of these petty-bourgeois ideologists, 
when they come forward as the spokesmen of the interests of 
the working people, are positively reactionary They obscure 
the antagonism of contemporary Russian social-economic 
relations and argue as 1f things could be improved by general 
measures, applicable to all, for “raising,” "improving," 
etc, and as if ıt were possible to reconcile and unite 
They are reactionary 1n depicting our state as something 
standing above classes and therefore fit and capable of 
rendering serious and honest aid to the exploited population 

They are reactionary, lastly, because they simply can- 
not understand the necessity for a struggle, a desperate 
struggle of the working people themselves for their emancipa- 
tion The “friends of the people,” for example, seem to think 
they can manage the whole thing themselves The workers 
need not worry Why, an engineer has even visited the 
offices of Russkoye Bogatstvo, and there they have almost 
completely worked out a “scheme” for “introducing capital- 
ism into the hfe of the people” Socialists must make a 
DECISIVE and COMPLETE break with all petty-bourgeois 
1deas and theories—THAT IS THE PRINCIPAL USEFUL LESSON 
to be drawn from this campaign 
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I ask you to note that I speak of a breah with petty- 
bourgeois ideas and not with the “friends ot the people” or 
with their 1deas— because there can be no breaking with some- 
thing with which there has never been any connection The 
“friends of the people” are only one of the representatives of 
one of the trends ot this sort ot petty-bourgeois socialist ideas 
And if, 1n this case, I draw the conclusion that 1t 1s neces- 
sary to break with petty-bourgeois socialist ideas, with 
the ideas of the old Russian peasant socialism generally, 
1t ıs because the campaign now launched against the Marx- 
ists by the representatives of the old ideas, scared by the 
growth of Marxism, has induced them to give particularly 
full and vivid expression to petty-bourgeois ideas Com- 
paring these ideas with contemporary socialism and with 
the facts of contemporary Russian reality, we see with as- 
tonishing clarity how outwoin these ideas have become, 
how they have lost every vestige of an integral theoretical 
basis and have sunk to the level of a pitiful eclecticism, 
of a most ordinary opportunist uplift programme It may 
be said that this 1s not the fault of the old socialist ideas 
in general, but of the gentlemen 1n question, whom no one 
thinks of classing as socialists, but such an argument 
seems to me quite unsound I have throughout tried to show 
that such a degeneration of the old theories was inevitable 
I have throughout tried to devote as little space as possible 
to criticism of these gentlemen ın particular and as much 
as possible to the general and fundamental tenets of the old 
Russian socialism And if the socialists should find that I 
have defined these tenets incorrectly or inaccurately, or 
have left something unsaid, then I can only reply with the 
following very humble request please, gentlemen, define 
them yourselves, state them fully and properly! 

Indeed, no one would be more pleased than the Social- 
Democrats of an opportunity to euter into a polemic with 
the socialists 

Do you think that we like answering the “polemics” 
of these gentlemen, or that we would have undertaken 1t if 
they had not thrown down a direct, persistent and emphatic 
challenge? 

Do you think that we do not have to force ourselves 
to read, re-read and grasp the meaning of this repulsive 
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mixture of stereotyped liberal phrase-mongering and philis 
tine moralising? 

Surely, we are not to blame for the fact that only such 
gentlemen now take upon themselves the job of vindicating 
and expounding these ideas I ask you also to note that I 
speak of the need for a break with petty-bourgeois ideas 
about socialism The petty-bourgeois theories we have 
examined are ABSOLUTELY reactionary INASMUCH AS they 
claim to be socialist theories 

But if we understand that actually there 1s absolutely noth- 
ing socialist 1n them, 1 , that all these theories completely 
tail to explain the exploitation of the working people and 
therefore cannot serve as a means for their emancipation, 
that as a matter of fact all these theories reflect, and further 
the interests of the petty bourgeoisie—then our attitude to- 
wards them must be different, and we must ask what should 
be the attitude of the working class towards the petty bourgeot- 
sie and its programmes? And this question cannot be answered 
unless the dual character of this class 1s taken into considera- 
tion (here in Russia this duality 1s particularly marked owing 
to the antagonism between the big bourgeoisie and the petty 
bourgeoisie being less developed) It 1s progressive insofar as 
it puts forward general democratic demands, 1e, fights 
against all survivals of the medieval epoch and of serfdom, 1t 
18 reactionary insofar as ıt fights to preserve its position as a 
petty bourgeoisie and tries to retard, to turn back the general 
development of the country along bourgeois lines Reaction- 
ary demands of this kind, such, for example, as the noto- 
rious inalienability of allotments, as well as the many 
other projects for tutelage over the peasants, are usually 
covered up by plausible talk of protecting the working 
people but actually, of course, they only worsen their con- 
dition, while at the same time hampering them in their 
struggle for emancipation A strict distinction should be 
drawn between these two sides of the petty-bourgeois pro- 
gramme and, while denying that these theories are 1n any 
way socialist in character, and while combating their reac- 
tionary aspects, we should not forget their democratic 
side Ishall give an example to show that, although the Marx- 
ists completely repudiate petty-bourgeois theories, this 
does not prevent them from including democracy in their 
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programme, but, on the contrary, calls for still stronger 
insistence on ıt We have mentioned above the three main 
theses that always formed the theoretical stock-1n-trade of 
the representatives of petty-bourgeois socialism, viz , land 
poverty, high payments and the tyranny of the authorities 

There 1s absolutely nothing socialist in the demand 
for the abolition of these evils, for they do not 1n the least 
explain expropriation and exploitation, and their elimina- 
tion will not 1n the least affect the oppression of labour by 
capital But their elimination will free this oppression of 
the medieval rubbish that aggravates it, and will facili- 
tate the worker's direct struggle against capital, and for 
that reason, as a democratic demand, will meet with the 
most energetic support of the workers Generally speaking, 
the question of payments and taxes 1s one to which only the 
petty bourgeois can attach any particular significance, but 
in Russia the payments made by the peasants are, 1n many 
respects, simply survivals of serfdom Such, for example, 
are the land redemption payments, which should be 1mmedi- 
ately and unconditionally abolished, such, too, are the taxes 
which only the peasants and the small townspeople pay, 
but from which the “gentry” are exempt Social-Democrats 
will always support the demand for the elimination of 
these relics of medieval relations, which cause economic and 
political stagnation The same can be said of land poverty. 
I have already given proof at length of the bourgeois char- 
acter of the wailing on this score There 1s no doubt, howev- 
er, that the peasant Reform, for example, by permitting 
the cutting-off of lands’! positively robbed the peasants for 
the benefit of the landlords, rendering service to this tremen- 
dous reactionary force both directly (by snatching land from 
the peasants) and indirectly (by the clever way the allot- 
ments were marked out) And Social-Democrats will most 
strenuously insist on the immediate return to the peasants 
of the land taken from them and on the complete abolition 
of landed propmetorship—that bulwark of feudal ın- 
stitutions and traditions This latter point, which coincides 
with the natiónalisation of the land, contains nothing so- 
cialist, because the capitalist-farming relations already tak- 
ing shape in our country would in that case only flourish 
more rapidly and abundantly, but 1t 1s extremely important 
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from the democrauc standpoint as the only measure capable of 
completely brealing the power of the landed nobility Lastly, 
only the Yuzhakovs and V V s, of course, can speak of the 
peasants’ lack of 11ghts as the cause of their expropriation aud 
exploitation As for the oppression of the peasantry by the 
authorities, 1t 18 not only an unquestionable fact, but 1s some- 
thing more than mere oppression, 1t 1s treating the peasants 
as a “base rabble,” for whom 1t 1s natural to be subject to the 
landed nobility, to whom general civil nghts are granted on- 
ly as a special favour (migration,* for example), and whom 
any Jack in office can order about as if they were workhouse 
inmates And the Social-Democrats unreservedly associate 
themselves with the demand for the complete restoration of 
the peasants’ civil rights, the complete abolition of all 
the privileges of the nobility, the abolition of bureaucratic 
tutelage over the peasants, and the peasants’ right to manage 
their own affairs 

In general, the Russian communists, adherents of Marx- 
ism, should more than any others call themselves SOCIAL- 
DEMOCRATS, and in their activities should never forget 
the enormous 1mportance of DEMOCRACY ** 

In Russia, the relics of medieval, semi-feudal institutions 
are still so enormously strong (as compared with Western 
Europe), they are such an oppressive yoke upon the pro- 
letariat and the people generally, retarding the growth of 
political thought 1n all estates and classes, that one cannot 
but insist on the tremendous importance which the strug- 
gle against all feudal institutions, absolutism, the social- 
estate system, and the bureaucracy has for the workers The 
workers must be shown in the greatest detail what a terribly 
reactionary force these institutions are, how they intensify 

* One cannot help recalling here the purely Russian feudal arro- 
ganie with which Mr Ycrmolov, now Minister of Agriculture, objects 
to migration tn his book Crop Failures and the Distress of the People 
Migration cannot be regarded as rational from the standpoint of the 
state he says, when the landlords in European Russia still experience a 
shortage of labour And indeed, what do the peasants exist for, if not 
to work and feed the idle landlords and their ‘high-placed” servitors? 

** This is a very important point Plekhanov is quite right when 
he says that our revolutionaries have “two enemies old prejudices 
that have not yet been entirely eradicated, on the one hand, and 
a narrow understanding of the new programme, on the other" See 
Appendix HI (p 326 of this volume —Ed ) 
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the oppression of labour by capital, what a degrading 
pressure they exert on the working people, how they keep 
capital ın its medieval forms, which, while not falling short 
of the modern, industrial torms ın respect of the exploita- 
tion of labour, add to this exploitation by placing terrible 
difficulties 1n the way of the fight lor emancipation The 
workers must know that unless these pillars of reaction* are 
overthrown, it will be utterly 1mpossible for them to wage a 
successful struggle against the bourgeoisie, because so long 
as they exist, the Russian rural proletariat, whose support 
13 an essential condition for the victory of the working class, 
will never cease to be downtrodden and cowed, capable only 
of sullen desperation and not of intelligent and persistent 
protest and struggle And that 1s why 1t 1s the direct duty of 
the working class to fight side by side with the radical democ- 
racy against absolutism and the reactionary social estates 
and institutions—a duty which the Social-Democrats must 
impress upon the workers, while not for a moment ceasing 
also to impress upon them that the struggle against all 
these institutions 1s necessary only as a means of facilitat- 
ıng the struggle against the bourgeoisie, that the worker 
needs the achievement of the general democratic demands 
only to clear the road to victory over the working people’s 
chief enemy, over an institution that 1s purely democratic 
by nature, capital, which here 1n Russia 18 particularly 1n- 


* A particularly imposing reactionary institution, one to which 
our revolutionaries have paid relatively little attention, 18 our bu- 
reaucracy, which de facto rules the Russian state The bureaucracy 
being made up mainly of middle-class intellectuals are profoundly bour- 
geois both 1n origin and 1n the purpose and character of their activ- 
ities but absolutism and the enormous political. privileges of the 
landed nobility have lent them particularly pernicious qualities 
They are regular weathercocks, who regard it as their supreme task 
to combine the interests of the landlord and the bourgeois They 
are Judushkas*! who use their feudal sympathies and connections to 
fool the workers and peasants, and employ the pretext of “protect- 
ing the economically weak’ and acting as their “guardian” against 
the kulak and usurer to carry through measures which reduce the work- 
ing people to the status of a “base rabble,’ handing them over to 
the feudal landlords and making them all the more defenceless 
against the bourgeoisie The bureaucracy are most dangerous hypo- 
erites, who have unbibed the experience of the West-European cham- 
pion reactionaries, and skilfully conceal their Arakcheyev™ designs 
behind the fig-leaves of phrases about loving the people 
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clined to sacnfice 1ts democracy and to enter into alliance 
with the reactionaries 1n order to suppress the workers, to still 
further umpede the emergence of a working-class movement 

What has been said 1s, I think, sufficient to define the 
attitude of the Social-Democrats towards absolutism and 
political hberty, and also towards the trend which has been 
growing particularly strong of late, that aims at the “amal- 
gamation” and “alliance” of all the revolutionary groups 
for the winning of pohtical liberty * 

This trend 1s rather peculiar and characteristic 

It 15 peculiar because proposals for “alliance” do not come 
from a definite group, or definite groups, with definite pro- 
grammes which coincide on one point or another If they did, 
the question of an alliance would be one for each separate 
case, a concrete question to be settled by the representatives 
of the uniting groups Then there could be no special “amal- 
gamation” trend But such a trend exists, and simply comes 
from people who have cut adrıft from the old, and have not 
moored to anything new The theory on which the fighters 
against absolutism have hitherto based themselves 1s evi- 
dently crumbling, and 1s destroying the conditions for solh- 
darity and organisation whieh are essential for the struggle 
Well then, these “amalgamators” and “alliance advocates” 
would seem to think that the easiest way to create such a 
theory 18 to reduce 1t to a protest against absolutism and a 
demand for political hberty, while evading all other ques- 
tions, sociahst and non-socialist It goes without saying 
that the bottom will inevitably be knocked out of thus 
nalve fallacy at the very first attempts at such unity 

But what 1s characteristic 1s that this “amalgamation” 
trend represents one of the last stages 1n the process of trans- 
formation of mihtant, revolutionary Narodism into politi- 
cally radical democracy, a process which I have tried to out- 
hne above A durable amalgamation of all the non-Social- 
Democratic revolutionary groups under the banner men- 
tioned will be possible only when a durable programme of 
democratic demands has been drawn up that will put an 
end to the prejudices of the old Russian exceptionalism 
Of course, the Social-Democrats believe that the formation 
of such a democratic party would be a useful step forward, 
and their anti-Narodmk activity should further it, should 
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further the eradication of all pre judices and myths, the 
grouping of the socialists under the banner of Marxism and 
the formation of a democratic party by the other groups 

The Social-Democrats, who consider essential the inde- 
pendent organisation of the workers 1nto a separate workers' 
party, could not, of course, "amalgamate" with such a party, 
but the workers would most strongly support any struggle 
waged by the democrats against reactionary institutions 

The degeneration of Narodism into the most ordinary 
petty-bourgeois radical theory—of which (degeneration) the 
"trends of the people” furnish such striking testimony—shows 
what a tremendous mistake 1s made by those who spread 
among the workers the idea of fighting absolutism without 
at the same time explaining to them the antagonistic charac- 
ter of our social relations by virtue of which the 1deologists of 
the bourgeoisie also favour political liberty —withoutexplain- 
ing to them the historical role of the Russian worker as a 
fighter for the emancipation of the whole working population 

The Social-Democrats are often accused of wanting to 
monopolise Marx's theory, whereas, 1t 1s argued, his econom- 
1c theory is accepted by all socialists But the ques- 
tion arises, what sense 1s there 1n explaining to the work- 
ers the form of value, the nature of the bourgeois system 
and the revolutionary role of the proletariat, if here in 
Russia the exploitation of the working people 1s generally 
and universally explained not by the bourgeois organisa- 
tion of social economy, but by, say, land poverty, redemp- 
tion payments, or the tyranny of the authorities? 

What sense 1s there 1n explaining to the worker the theory 
of the class struggle, if that theory cannot even explain his 
relation to the employer (capitalism 10 Russia has been ar- 
tificially implanted by the government), not to mention 
the mass of the “people,” who do not belong to the fully es- 
tablished class of factory workers? 

How can one accept Marx’s economic theory and its corol- 
lary—the revolutionary role of the proletariat as the organ- 
iser of communism by way of capitalism—if people 1n our 
country try to find ways to communism other than through 
the medium of capitalism and the proletariat it creates? 

Obviously, under such conditions to call upon the work- 
er to fight for political liberty would be equivalent to call- 


294 V I LENIN 


ing upon him to pull the chestnuts out of the fire for the 
progressive bourgeoisie, for 1t cannot be demed (typically 
enough, even the Narodmks and the Narodovoltsi did not 
deny it) that pohtical hberty will primarily serve the 
interests of the bourgeoisie and will not ease the position 
of the workers, but will ease only the conditions for their 
struggle against this very bourgeoisie I say this as against 
those socialists who, while they do not accept the theory 
of the Social-Democrats, carry on their agitation among 
the workers, having become convinced empincally that 
only among the latter are revolutionary elements to be found 
The theory of these socialists contradicts their practice, and 
they make a very serious mistake by distracting the work- 
ers from their direct task of ORGANISING A SOCIALIST 
WORKERS’ PARTY * 

It was a mistake that arose naturally at a time when the 
class antagonisms of bourgeois society were still quite unde- 
veloped and were held down by serfdom, when the latter 
was evoking the unanimous protest and struggle of the entire 
intelligentsia, thus creating the illusion that there was 
something peculiarly democratic about our intelligentsia, 
and that there was no profound gulf between the ideas of 
the liberals and of the socialists Now that economic de- 
velopment has advanced so far that even those who former- 
ly demed a basis for capitalism 1n. Russia admit our hav- 
ing entered the capitalist path of development—1illusions 
on this score are no longer possible The composition 
of the “intelligentsia” 1s assuming just as clear an outline 
as that of society engaged ın the production of material 
values while the latter 1s ruled and governed by the capital- 
1st, among the former the fashion is set by the rapidly growing 


* "There are two ways of arriving at the conclusion that the worker 
must be roused to fight absolutism either by regarding the worker 
&s the sole fighter for the socialist system, and therefore seeing po- 
litical liberty as one of the conditions facilitating his struggle, 
that is the view of the Social-Democrats, or by appealing to him simply 
as tbe one who suffers most from the present system, who has notbing 
more to lose and who can display the greatest determination in ngo 
ing absolutism But that would mean compelling the worker to drag 
in the wake of the bourgeois radıcals, who refuse to see the antagonism 
between the bourgeoisie and the proletariat behind the solidarity of 
the whole “people” against absolitiant 
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horde of careerists and bourgeois hirelings, an “intellagent- 
sia” contented and satisfied, a stranger to all wild fantasy and 
very well aware of what they want Far from denying this 
fact, our radicals and liberals strongly emphasise 1t and go 
out of their way to prove its immorality, to condemn at, 
strive to confound ıt, shameit and destroy ıt These naive 
efforts to make the bourgeois intelligentsia ashamed of being 
bourgeois are as ridiculous as the efforts of our petty-bour- 
geois economists to frighten our bourgeoisie (pleading the 
experience of “elder brothers”) with the story that 1t 1s moving 
towards the ruin of the people, towards the poverty, unemploy- 
ment and starvation of the masses, this trial of the bourgeoi- 
sie and its ideologists 1s reminiscent of the tral of the pike, 
which was sentenced to be thrown into the rnver Beyond these 
bounds begin the liberal and radical “intelligentsia,” who pour 
out 1nnumerable phrases about progress, science, truth, the 
people, etc , and who love to lament the passing of the sixties, 
when there was no discord, depression, despondency and 
apathy, and when all hearts were aflame with democracy 

With their characteristic simplicity, these gentlemen 
refuse to understand that the cause of the unanimity that 
then prevailed was the then existing material conditions, gone 
never to return serfdom pressed down everybody equally— 
the serf steward who had saved a httle money and wanted 
to live ın comfort, the enterprising muzhik, who hated the 
lord for exacting tribute, for interfering 1n and tearing him 
from his business, the proletarianised manor-serf and the 1m- 
poverished muzhik who was sold 1nto bondage to the mer- 
chant, ıt brought suffering to the merchant manufacturer 
and the worker, the handicraftsman and the subcontractor 
The only tie that linked all these people together was their 
hostility to serfdom, beyond that unanimity, the sharpest 
economic antagonism began How completely one must be 
lulled by sweet illusions not to perceive this antag onism even 
today when 1t has become so enormously developed, to weep 
for the return of the days of unanimity at a time when the 
situation demands struggle, demands that everyone who 
does not want to be a WILLING or UNWILLING myrmidon 
of the bourgeoisie shall take his stand on the side of the 
proletariat 

It you refuse to believe the flowery talk about the “interests 
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ol the people" and try to delve deeper, you will find that you 
are dealing with the out-and-out 1deologists of the petty bour- 
geoisie, who dream of improving, supporting and restor- 
ing their (“people’s” in their Jargon) economy by various 
innocent progressive measures, and who are totally 1ncapa- 
ble of understanding that under prevailing production rela- 
tions the only effect such progressive measures can have 18 
to proletarianise the masses still further We cannot but be 
grateful to the “friends of the people” for having done much 
to reveal the class character of our intelligentsia and for 
having thereby fortified the Marxist theory that our small 
producers are petty bourgeois They must inevitably hasten 
the dissipation of the old illusions and myths that have so 
long cunfused the minds of Russian socialists The "friends 
of the people" have so mauled, overworked and soiled these 
theories that Russian socialists who held them are confront- 
ed with the inexorable dilemma of either revising them, or 
alandoning them altogether and leaving them to the exclu- 
sive use of the gentlemen who announce with smug solemnity, 
urbi et orbi, that the rich peasants are buying improved 1m- 
plements, and who with serious mien assure us that we must 
welcome people who have grown weary of sitting at the card 
tables Aud in this strain they talk about a "people's sys- 
tem" and the “intelligentsia”—talk, not only with a serious 
air, but in pretentious, stupendous phrases about broad 
ideals, about an ideal treatment of the problems of hfe! 

The socialist intelligentsia can expect to perform fruit- 
ful work only when they abandon their illusions and begin 
to seek support ın the actual, and not the desired develop- 
ment of Russia, 1n actual, and not possible social-economic 
relations Moreover, their THEORETICAL work must be 
directed towards the concrete study of all forms of 
economic antagonism in Russia, the study of their connec- 
tions and successive development, they must reveal this 
antagonism wherever ıt has been concealed by political his- 
tory, by the peculiarities of legal systems or by established 
theoretical prejudice They must present an integral picture of 
our realities as a definite system of production relations, 
show that the exploitation and expropriation of the working 
people are essential under this system, and show the way out 
of this system that is indwated by economic development 
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This theory, based on a detailed study of Russian his- 
tory and realities, must furnish an answer to the demands 
of the proletariat—and if it satisfies the requirements of 
science, then every awakening of the protesting thought 
of the proletamat will 1nevitably guide this thought into 
the channels of Social-Democracy The greater the progress 
made 1n elaborating this theory, the more rapidly will So- 
cial-Democracy grow, for even the most artful guardians 
of the present system cannot prevent the awakening of pro- 
letarian thought, because this system itself necessarily and 
inevitably entails the most intense expropriation of the 
producers, the continuous growth of the proletariat and of 
its reserve army—and this parallel to the progress of social 
wealth, the enormous growth of the productive forces, 
and the socialisation ot labour by capitalism However 
much has still to be done to elaborate this theory, the so- 
cialists will do it, this 1s guaranteed by the spread among 
them of materialism, the only scientific method, one re- 
quiring that every programme shall be a precise formulation 
of the actual process, it 1s guaranteed by the success of 
Social-Democracy, which has adopted these ideas—a success 
which has so stirred up our liberals and democrats that, 
as a certain Marxist has put 1t, their monthly magazines have 
ceased to be dull 

In thus emphasising the necessity, importance and im- 
mensity of the theoretical work of the Social-Democrats, I 
by no means want to say that this work should take prece- 
dence over PRACTICAL work,*—still less that the latter 
should be postponed until the former 1s completed Only 
the admirers of the "subjective method in sociology," or 
the followers of utopian socialism, could armnve at such 
a conclusion Of course, if 1t 1s presumed that the task of 
the socialists 1s to seek “different” (from actual) “paths of 
development” for the country, then, naturally, practical 
work becomes possible only when philosophical geniuses 
discover and indicate these “different paths”, and conversely, 
once these paths are discovered and indicated theoretical 
work ends, and the work of those who are to direct the 
“fatherland” along the “newly-discovered” “different paths” 


* On the contrary, the practical work of propaganda and agitation 
must always take precedence, because, firstly, theoretical work only 
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begins The position 1s altogether different when the task of 
the socialists 1s to be the ideological leaders of the proletar- 
1at 1n its actual struggle against actual and real enemies who 
stand 1n the actual path of social and economie development 
Under these circumstances, theoretical and practical work 
merge into one aptly described by the veteran German So- 
cial-Democrat, Liebknecht, as 


Studieren, Propagandieren Organisieren * 


You cannot be an ideological leader without the above- 
mentioned theoretical work, just as you cannot be one 
without directing this work to meet the needs of the cause, 
and without spreading the results of this theory among the 
workers and helping them to organise 

Such a presentation of the task guards Social-Democracy 
against the defects from which socialist groups so often 
suffer, namely, dogmatism and sectarianism 

There can be no dogmatism where the supreme and sole 
criterion of a doctrine is 1ts conformity to the actual proc- 
ess of social and economic development, there can be no 
sectarianism when the task 1s that of promoting the organi- 
sation of the proletariat, and when, therefore, the role of 
the “intelligentsia” 1s to make special leaders from among 
the intelligentsia unnecessary 

Hence, despite the existence of differences among Marx- 
ists on various theoretical questions, the methods of their 
pohtical activity have remained unchanged ever since the 
group arose 

The political activity of the Social-Democrats hes in 
promoting the development and organisation of the working- 
class movement 1n Russia, ın transforming this movement 
from its present state of sporadic attempts at protest, 
“nots” and strikes devoid of a guiding idea, into an organ- 
ised struggle of the WHOLE Russian working CLASS di- 
rected against the bourgeois regime and working for the 


supplies answers to the problems raised by practical work, and, sec- 
ondly, the Social-Democrats, for reasons over which they have ne 
control, are so often compelled to confine themselves to theoretical 
work that they value highly every moment when practical work 
is possible 


* Study, propaganda, organisation —Ed 
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expropriation of the expropriators and the abolition of the 
social system based on the oppression of the working people 
Underlying these activities 1s the common conviction of 
Marxists that the Russian worker 1s the sole and natural 
representative of Russia’s entire working and exploited pop- 
ulation * 

Natural because the exploitation of the working people in 
Russia is everywhere capitalist in nature, if we leave out of 
account the monbund remnants of serf economy, but the 
exploitation of the mass of producers 1s on a small scale, scat- 
tered and undeveloped, while the exploitation of the factory 
proletanat 1s on a large scale, socialised and concentrated In 
the former case, exploitation 1s still enmeshed in medieval 
forms, various political, legal and conventional trappings, 
tricks and devices,which hinder the working people and their 
ideologists from seeing the essence of the system which oppress- 
es the working people, from seeing where and how a way can 
be found out of this system In the latter case, on the contrary, 
exploitation 1s fully developed and emerges 1n its pure form, 
without any confusing details The worker cannot fail to see 
that he 1s oppressed by capital, that his struggle has to be 
waged against the bourgeois class And this struggle, aimed 
at satisfying his immediate economic needs, at improving his 
material conditions, inevitably demands that the workers or- 
gamse, and inevitably becomes a war not against individuals, 
but against a class, the class which oppresses and crushes the 
working people not only in the factories, but everywhere. 
That 1s why the factory worker 1s none other than the fore- 
most representative of the entire exploited population. And 
1n order that he may fulfil his function of representative 1n 
an organised, sustained struggle 1t 1s by no means necessary 
to enthuse him with “perspectives”, all that 1s needed 1s simply 
to make him understand his posttion, to make him understand 
the political and economic structure of thesystem that oppress- 
es him, and the necessity and inevitability of class antago- 
nisms under this system This position of the factory worker 


* Russia's man of the future is the muzhik—thought the repre- 
sentatives of peasant socialism, the Narodniks in the broadest sense 
of the term Russias man of the future 1s the worker—think the 
Social-Democrats That is how the Marxist view was formulated 
1n a certain manuscript 
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1n the general system of capitalist relations makes him the 
sole fighter for the emancipation of the working class, for 
only the higher stage of development of capitalism, large- 
scale machine industry, creates the material conditions 
and the social forces necessary for this struggle Every- 
where else, where the forms of capitalist development are 
low, these material conditions are absent, production is 
scattered among thousands of tiny enterprises (and they do 
not cease to be scattered enterprises even under the most 
equalitanan forms of communal landownership), for the 
most part the exploited still possess tiny enterprises, 
and are thus tied to the very bourgeois system they should 
be fighting this retards and hinders the development of 
the social forces capable of overthrowing capitalism Scat- 
tered, individual, petty exploitation ties the working people 
to one locality, divides them, prevents them from becoming 
conscious of class sohdarity, prevents them from uniting 
once they have understood that oppression is not caused by 
some particular individual, but by the whole economic sys- 
tem Large-scale capitalism, on the contrary, inevitably sev- 
ers all the workers’ ties with the old society, with a particular 
locality and a particular exploiter, 1t unites them, com- 
pels them to think and places them 1n conditions which en- 
able them to commence an organised struggle Accordingly, 
it ıs on the working class that the Social-Democrats con- 
centrate all their attention and all their activities When 
its advanced representatives have mastered the ideas of 
scientific socialism, the idea of the historical role of the 
Russian worker, when these ideas become widespread, and 
when stable organisations are formed among the workers 
to transform the workers' present sporadic economic war 
into conscious class struggle—then the Russian WORKER, 
rising at the head of all the democratic elements, will 
overthrow absolutism and lead the RUSSIAN PROLETARIAT 
(side by side with the proletariat ,of ALL COUNTRIES) 
along the straight road of open political struggle to THE 
VICTORIOUS COMMUNIST REVOLUTION 
The End 
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Last page of Part III hectographed edition, of Lenin's What the * Friends 
of the People Are and How They Fight the Social 
Democrats, 1894 
Reduced 
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Appendix I 


The annexed table contains the data for the 24 budgets 
referred to in the text 


Composition and budgets of 24 typical peasant households 
in Ostrogozhsk Uyezd—Summary 


Explanation of the table 


4) The first 21 columns have been taken bodily from the Statis- 
tical Abstract Column 22 combines the columns in the Abstract on 
rye wheat oats and barley millet and buckwheat other grain crops, 
potatoes vegetables, and hay (8 columns) How the income from grain 
crops (Column 23), excluding chaff and straw, was computed has been 
explained in the text Column 24 combines the columns in the Ab- 
stract on horses, cattle, sheep, pigs, poultry, hides and wool, back fat 
and meat, dairy produce, butter (9 columns) Columns 25 29 have 
been taken bodily from the Abstract Columns 30 34 combine the 
columns in the Abstract on expenditure on rye wheat, millet and 
buckwheat, potatoes, vegetables, salt, butter, fat and meat, fish, 
dairy produce, vodka and tea (12 columns) Column 35 combines 
the columns in the Abstract giving expenditure on soap, kerosene, 
candles, clothing, and utensils (4 columns) The remaining columns 
require no explanation 

2) Column 8 was arrived at by adding together the area in des- 
siatines of rented land and the amount of arable tn the allotment 
(for which there 1s a special column in the Abstract) 

3) The bottom rows of figures in the columns “Sources of Income” 
and “Distribution of Expenditure indicate the money part of income 
and expenditure In Columns 25 to 28 and 37 to 42 the income (or 
expenditure) 1s wholly monetary The money part was calculated 
(the author does not show 1t separatcly) by deducting from gross income 
the amount consumed by the household itself 
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Appendiz IT 


Mr Struve quite rightly makes the corner-stone of his 
criticism of Nik —on the thess that "Marx s doctrine of 
the class struggle and the state 1s completely foreign to 
the Russian political economist " I do not possess the bold- 
ness of Mr Krivenko to make this one (four-column) artı- 
cle by Mr Struve the basis for a judgement of his system 
of views (I am not acquainted with his other articles), 
and I must say that I do not agree with ail the statements 
he makes, and can, therefore, support only certain funda- 
mental propositions he advances and not his article as a 
whole But the circumstance mentioned has, at any rate, 
been quite correctly assessed Mr Nik —on's basic error 
1s, indeed, his failure to understand the class struggle 1n- 
herent 1n capitalist society The correction of this one error 
would be sulficient to ensure that Social-Democratic conclu- 
sions would be drawn from even his theoretical propo- 
sitions aud investigations To overlook the class struggle 1s 
indeed to reveal a gross misunderstanding of Marxism, a 
misunderstanding for which Mr Nik —on must be all the 
more blamed since be 18 so very anxious to pass himself 
off as a strict adherent of Marx's principles Can anyone with 
the least knowledge of Marx deny that the doctrine of the 
class struggle 1s the pivot of his whole system of views? 

Mr Nik —on could, of course, have accepted Marx s 
theory witb the exception of this point, on the grounds, 
let us say, that 1t does not conform to the facts of Russian 
history and reality But then, an the first place, he could 
not have said that Marx's theory explains our system, he 
could not even have spoken of ths theory and of capitalism, 

use 1t would have been necessary to remould the 
theory and to work out a conception ol a different capital- 
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ism, ın which antagonistic relations and the class struggle 
were not inherent At any rate he should have made an 
explicit reservation. and explained why, having accepted 
the A of Marxism he refuses to accept B Mr Nik —on 
made no attempt to do anything of the kind 

And Mr Struve quite rightly concluded that failure to 
understand the class struggle makes Mr Nik —on a utopian, 
for anybody who ignores the class struggle ın capitalist 
society eo ipso ignores all the real content of the social 
and political hfe of this society and, in seeking to ful- 
fil his desideratum, 18 inevitably doomed to hover 1n the 
sphere of pious wishes This failure to understand the class 
struggle makes him a reactionary, for appeals to "society" 
aud to the "state," that 1s, to bourgeois ideologists and 
politicians, can only confuse the socialists, and cause them 
to accept the worst enemies of the proletariat as their al- 
lies, can only hamper the workers’ struggle tor emancipa- 
tion instead of helping to strengthen, clarify and improve 
the organisation of that struggle 


Since we have mentioned Mr Struve’s article, we cannot 
but deal with Mr Nik —on's reply in Russkoye Bogatstvo, 
No 6* 

“It appears,” argues Mr Nik —on, citing data about 
the slow increase 1n the number of factory workers, an 1n- 
crease lagging behind the growth of the population, "that 
in our country capitalism, far trom tulfilling its *histor- 
1c mission,’ is itself setting hmits to its own devel- 
opment That, incidentally, ıs why those who seek ‘for 
their fatherland a path of development distinct from that 
which Western Europe followed aud still follows’ are a 
thousand times right ” (Aud this is written by a man who 


* Generally speaking, by his articles ın Russkoye Bogatstvo, 
Mr Nik —on is apparently trying hard to prove that he is by no 
means as remote from petty bourgeois radicalism as one might think, 
that he too is capable of discerning ın the growth of a peasant 
bourgeoisie (No 6 p 118—the spread among the “peasants” ot 
improved implements phosphates, etc ) symptoms indicating that 
“the peasantry itself” (the peasantry that 1s being expropriated whole- 


sale?) “realises the necessity of finding a way out of the position it is 1n." 


310 V 1 LENIN 
———————————— M m 


admits that Russia 1s following this very capitalist path!) 
This “historic mission". is not being fulfilled, according 
to Mr Nik —on, because ‘the economic trend hostile to the 
village commumty (1e , capitalism) 1s destroying the very 
foundations of 1ts existence without providing that modicum 
of unifying significance so characteristic of Western Europe 
and which is beginning to mamifest itself with particular 
force 10 North America ” 

In other words, what we have here 1s the standard ar- 
gument against the Social-Democrats invented by the cele. 
brated Mr V V , who regarded capitalism from the stand- 
point of a government official settling the state problem of 
the "introduction of capitalism into the life ot the people"— 
Mf itis fulfilling its "mission," let it in, af not, "keep it out!" 
Apart from all the other virtues of this clever argument, 
the very "mission" of capitalism was understood by Mr 
V V , and is apparently understood by Mr Nik —on, 1n 
an impossibly and preposterously false and narrow fashion 
And again, of course, these gentlemen unceremoniously 
ascribe the narrowness of their own understanding to the 
Social Democrats, who can be maligned hike the dead since 
the legal press 1s closed to them! 

As Marx saw it, the progressive and revolutionary work of 
capitalism consists 1n the fact that, 1n socialising labour, 
at at the same time "disciplines, umtes and organises the 
working class” by the mechanism of that very process, ıt 
trains them for the struggle, organises their ' revolt," unites 
them to "expropnate the expropriators," seize political 
power and wrest the means of production from the “tew 
usurpers" and turn them over to society (Capital, p 650) * 

That 1s how Marx formulates 1t 

Nothing, of course, 1s said here about the “number of 
factory workers” Marx Speaks of the concentration of the 
means of production and of the socialisation of labour 
It is quite clear that these criteria have nothing in com- 
mon with the "number of factory workers " 

But our exceptionalist interpreters of Marx misinterpret 
this to mean that the socialisation of labour under 
capitalism amounts to factory workers labouring under one 
rool, and that the progressiveness of the work oí capitalism 
18 theretore to be measured by ... the number of factory 
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workers!!! If the number of factory workers 1s 1ncreasing, 
capitalism 1s doing its progressive work well, if the num- 
ber 1s decreasing, it 18 ‘fulfilling its historic mission 
badly" (p 103 of Mr Nik —on's article), and 1t behoves the 
*intelhgentsia" "to seek different paths for their fatherland " 

And so the Russian intelligentsia set out to seek “differ- 
ent paths" It has been seeking and finding them for dec- 
ades, trying with might and main to prove* that capital- 
ism 1s a “false” hne of development, for it leads to un- 
employment and cnses We faced a crisis, they say, in 
1880, and again 1n 1893, 1t 1s time to leave this path, for 
obviously things are going badly with us 

The Russian bourgeoisie, however, like the cat in the 
fable, “listens but goes on eating” " of course things are 
going "badly" when fabulous profits can no longer be made 
So ıt echoes the song of the liberals and radicals and, 
thanks to available and cheaper capital, energetically sets 
about building new railways Things are going badly with 
“us” because in the old places “we” have already picked 
the people clean and now have to enter the field of 1ndus- 
tnal capital, which cannot enrich us as much as merchant 
capital And so “we” will go to the eastern and northern 
border regions of European Russia, where "primitive accu- 
mulation," which yields a profit of hundreds per cent, 1s 
still possible, where the bourgeois differentiation of the 
peasantry is still far from complete The intelligentsia 
perceive all this and ceaselessly threaten that "we" are 
again heading for a crash And a new crash 1s really upon 
us Very many small capitalists are being crushed by 
the big capitalists, very many peasants are being squeezed 
out of agriculture, which 1s increasingly passing into the 
hands of the bourgeoisie, the sea of poverty, unemployment 


* These proofs are wasted, not because they are wrong—the ruin, 
arene and starvation of the people are unquestionable 
and inevitable concomitants of capitalism—but because they are 
addressed to thin air “Society” even under the cloak of democracy, 
furthers the interests of the plutocracy, and, of course, the plutoc- 
racy will hardly take up the cudgels against capitalism The “govern- 
ment” | will cite the comment of an opponent, Mr N K Mikhai- 
lovsky however little we know the programmes of our government, 
he once wrote, we know them enough to be certain that the “sociale 
isation of labour" bas no part in them 
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and starvation is increasing immensely—and the “intell:- 
gentsia,” with a clear conscience, point to their prophecies 
and ceaselessly complain about a wrong path, citing the 
absence of foreign markets as proof of the instability of 
our capitalism 

The Russian bourgeoisie, however, “listens but goes on 
eating " While the “intelligentsia” seek new paths, the bour- 
geoisie undertake gigantic projects for the construction 
of railways to their colomes, where they create a market 
for themselves, introducing the charms of the bourgeois sys- 
tem to the young countries and there, too, creating an indus- 
trial and agricultural bourgeoisie with exceptional rapidity, 
and casting the mass of the producers into the ranks of the 
chronically starving unemployed 

Will the socialists really continue to confine themselves 
to complaining about wrong paths, and try to prove 
by the slow increase 1n the number of factory workers that 
capitalism 1s unstable!!? 

Before discussing this childish idea,* I cannot but men- 
tion that Mr Nik —on very inaccurately quoted the pas- 
sage from Mr Struve's article that he criticised This artı- 
cle says literally the following 

"When the author (1e, Mr Nik —on) points to the differ- 
ence in the occupational composition of the Russian and 
American populations—for Russia 80% of the total gain- 
fully-employed population (erwerbsthütigen) are taken as 
engaged 1n agriculture, and in the United States only 4496 — 
he does not observe that the capitalist development of 
Russia will work to obliterate this difference between 80% 
and 44%, that, one might say, 1s its historic mission ” 

It may be held that the word “mission” 1$ very inappro- 
priate here, but Mr Struve's 1dea 1s clear Mr Nik —on 
did not notice that the capitalist development of Russia 


* How can this idea be called anything but childish, when the 
progresiva work of capitalism 13 not judged by the degree of social- 
ation of labour, but by such a fluctuating index of the devel 
opment of only one branch of national labour! Everybody knows 
that the number of workers cannot be anything but extremely 1n- 
constant under the capitalist mode of production, and that it depends 
upon a host of secondary factors such as crises the size of the reserve 
army the degree of the exploitation of labour, the degree of its inten- 
sity, and so on and so forth 
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(he himself admits that this development 1s really a capi- 
talist one) will reduce the rural population, whereas ın fact 
it 1s a general law of capitalism Consequently, to refute 
this objection, Mr Nik —on should have shown er 
ther 1) that he had not overlooked this tendency of capital- 
ism, or 2) that capitalism has no such tendency 

Instead, Mr Nik —on sets about analysing the data on 
the number of our factory workers (1° of the population, 
according to his estimate) But was Mr Struve speaking 
of factory workers? Does the 20% of the population in 
Russia and the 56% ın America represent factory workers? 
Are the terms “factory workers” and “population not engaged 
in agriculture” identical? Can ıt be denied that the propor- 
tion of the population engaged in agriculture is dimin- 
ishing 1n Russia too? 

Having made this correction, which I consider all the 
more necessary because Mr Krivenko has already garbled this 
passage 1n this very magazine, let us passtoMr Nik —on's 
idea itself—“our capitalism 1s fulfilling 11s mission badly ” 

Firstly, 1t 1s absurd to identify the number of factory work- 
ers with the number of workers engaged 1n capitalist pro- 
duction, as 18 done by the author of the Sketches * This 1s 
repeating (and even aggravating) the error of the Russian 
petty-bourgeois economists who make large-scale machine 
industry the very beginning of capitalism Are not the mil- 
hons of Russian handicraftsmen who work for merchants, 
with the latter’s material and for ordinary wages, engaged 
1n capitalist production? Do the regular farm labourers and 
day labourers in agriculture not receive wages from their 
employers, and do they not surrender surplus-value to them? 
Are not the workers 1n the building industry (which has rap- 
idly developed in our country since the Reform) subjected 
to capitalist exploitation? And so on ** 

Secondly, 1t 1s absurd to compare the number of factory 
workers (1,400,000) with the total population and to 


* N F Danielson, Sketches on Our Post-Reform Soctal Economy, 

St Petersburg, 1893 — Ed 
** I confine myself here to criticising Mr Nik —on's method 
of judging "the anifying significance of capitalism’ by the number 
of factory workers | cannot undertake an analysis of the figures 
because I have not got Mr Nik —on s sources handy One cannot 
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express the ratio as a percentage That 1s simply comparing 
incommensurables the able-bodied population with the 
non-able-bodied, those engaged 1n the production of mate- 
nal values with the “liberal professions," aud so on Do 
not the factory workers each maintain a certain number of 
non-working members of the family? Do not the factory 
workers maintain—apart from their employers and a whole 
flock of traders—a host of soldiers, civil servants and 
similar gentry, whom you assign to the agricultural 
population, contrasting this hotchpotch to the factory popu- 
lation? And then, are there not 1n Russia such industries 
as fishing and so forth, which ıt 18 again absurd to con- 


however, refrain from noting that he has hardly selected these sources 
happily He first takes data for 1865 from the Military Statistical 
Abstract and those for 1890 from the Directory of Factories and Works 
of 1894 The number of workers he gets (exclusive of mine-workers) 
is 829 573 and 875,764 respectively The increase of 5 5961s much 
less than the increase ın population (from 61,420,000 to 91,000,000, 
or 481%) But on the next page different figures are taken both 
for 1865 and 1890 from the Directory of 1893 According to these 
data, the number of workers 1s 392,718 and 716 792, respectively— 
an increase of 82% But this does not include industries paying excise 
duties in which the number of workers (p 104) was 186 053 1n 1865 
and 144 332 in 1890 Adding these figures to the preceding ones we 
get the following total numbers of workers (except mine workers) 

78,771 1n 1865 and 861 124 ın 1890 An increase of 487% with a 
population increase of 48 1% Thus in the space of five pages the author 
uses some data that show an increase of 5% and others showing an 
increase of 48%! And on the basis of such contradictory figures 
he finds that our capitalism 1s unstable!l 

And then why did not the author take the data on the number 
of workers quoted in the Sketches (Tables X1 and XII), and from which 
we see that ıt increased by 121396 ın three years (1886 1889), 
an increase that far outstrips the growth of population? The author 
may perhaps say that the time interval was too short But then, 10 
the first place these data are homogeneous comparable and more 
reliable, and in the second place, did not the author himself use these 
same data, despite the short time interval, to form a judgement of the 
growth of factory industry? 

Obviously 1f such a fluctuating index as the number of workers 
is used to indicate the state of only one branch of national labour, 
those data cannot be anything but shaky And one must be a naive 
dreamer indeed to base ones hopes on such data—hopes that our 
capitalism will collapse crumble to dust spontaneously, without a 
desperate and stubborn struggle—and to use these data to question 


the indisputable domination and developmeat of capitalism in ail 
branches of national labourl 
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trast with factory industry and to combine with agriculture? 
If you wanted to get anidea of the occupational composition 
of the population of Russia, you should, firstly, have sin- 
gled out into a special group the population engaged 1n the 
production of material values (excluding, consequently, 
the non-working population, on the one hand, and sol- 
diers, civil servants, priests, etc, on the other), and, 
secondly, you should have tried to divide them among the 
various branches of national labour If the data for this 
were not available, you should have refrained from under- 
taking such calculations,* instead of talking nonsense about 


* Mr Nik —on attempted such a calculation in the Sketches, 
but very unsuccessfully On p 302, we read 

“An attempt was recently made to determine the total number 
of free workers ın the 50 gubernias of European Russia (S A Ko- 
rolenko Hired Labour, St Petersburg 1892) An investigation made 
by the Department of Agriculture estimates the able-bodied rural 
population in the 50 gubernias of European Russia at 35 712 000, 
whereas the total number of workers required in agriculture and 
in the manufacturing mining transport and other industries ıs esti- 
mated at only 30 124,000 Thus the number of absolutely supertiuous 
workers reaches the huge figure of 5 588 000 which together with 
their families according to the accepted standard, would amount 
to no less than 15 000 000 persons " (Repeated on p 341) 

If we turn to this “investigation” we shall find that only the 
hired labour employed by the landlords was "investigated", Mr 
Korolenko supplemented the investigation with an "agricultural 
and industrial survey” of European Russia This survey makes an 
attempt (not on the basis of some “investigation” but on the basis 
of old available data) to class the working population of European 
Russia by occupation. 7 he results armved at by Mr S A Korolenko 
are as follows the total number of workers in the 50 gubernias of Eu- 
ropean Russia is 35 712 000 engaged in 


agriculture 27 435 400 
cultivation of special crops 1 466 400 uk 
factory and mining industry . . 1 222 700 
Jews 1 400, 400 
lum bering e > » » . about 2 000 000 
stock-breeding ” 1000 000 
railways - 200 000 
fishing T 200 000 


local and outside employment 
hunting trapping, and 
miscellaneous others EN 787 200 
Toral 35 712,100 
Thus Mr Korolenko (rightly or wrongly) classed all the workers 
by occupation but Mr Nik —on arbitrarily takes Lbe first three bead- 
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4% (??!l) of the population being engaged ın factory 
industry 

Thirdly—and this is the chief and most outrageous dis- 
tortion ot Marx’s theory of the progressive and revolution 
ary work of capitalism—where did you get the idea that 
the *unlying significance" of capitalism is expressed in 
umting only the factory workers? Can 1t be that you borrow 
your idea of Marxism from the articles in Otechestvenniye 
Zapiski on the socialisation of labour? Can 1t be that you, 
too, identify ıt with work under one roof? 

But no [t would appear that Nik —on cannot be ac- 
cused of this, because he accurately describes the sociali- 
sation of labour by capitalism on the second page of his 
article in Russhoye Bogatstvo, No 6, correctly indicating 
both features of this socialisation 1) work for the whole 
of society, and 2) the uniting of individual labourers so 
as to obtain the product of common labour But if that 13 
80, why judge the “mission” of capitalism by the number of 
factory workers, when this “mission” is fulfilled by the de- 
velopment of capitalism and the socialisation of labour 1n 
general, by the creation of a proletariat 1n general, 1n rela- 
tion to which the factory workers play the role only of front- 
rankers, the vanguard There 1s, of course, no doubt that 
the revolutionary movement of the proletariat depends on 
the number ot these workers, on their concentration, on 
the degree of their development, etc , but all this does not 
give us the slightest nght to equate the "unifying significance" 
of capitalism with the number of factory workers To do so 


would be to narrow dowa Marx's idea impossibly 


ugs and talks about 5 588,000 "absolutely superfluous” (??) work- 
Apart from this defect one cannot refrain from noting that Mr Ko- 
rolenko 8 estimates are extremely rough and inaccurate the number 
of agricultural workers is computed in accordance with one gener 
al standard for the whole of Russia, the non-producing opulation 
has not been classed separately (under this heading Mr Korolenko, 
in deference to official anti-Semitism classed the Jews! There 
must be more than 1 400 000 non-producing workers traders pau 
pers vagabonds criminals etc) the number of handicraftsmen 
(the last heading—outside and local employment) is preposterously 
low, etc It would be better not to quote such estimates at all 
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I will give you an example In his pamphlet Zur Wohn- 
ungsfrage,* Fredenck Engels speaks of German industry 
and points out that in no other country—he 1s referring 
only to Western Europe—do there exist so many wage- 
workers who own a garden or a plot of land "Rural domes- 
tic industry carried on in conjunction with kitchen-gardening 
or agriculture,” he says, ‘forms the broad basis of Germany's 
new large-scale industry " This domestic industry grows in- 
creasingly with the growing distress of the German small 
peasant (as 1s the case 1n Russia, let us add), but the COM- 
BINATION of industry with agriculture 1s the basis not 
of the WELL BEING of the domestic producer, the handi- 
craftsman, but on the contrary, of his greater OPPRESSION 
Being tied to his locality, he 1s compelled to accept any 
price, and therefore surrenders to the capitalist not only sur- 
plus-value but a large part of his wages as well (asis the case 
in Russia, with her vast development of the domestic sys- 
tem of large-scale production) "That ts one side of the mat- 
ter,” Engels continues, ‘but it also has tts reverse side 
With the expansion of domestic industry, one peasant area 
after another is being dragged into the present-day indus- 
trial movement It is this revolutionising of the rural areas 
by domestic industry which spreads the wndustrial revolu- 
tion in Germany over a far wider territory than was the case 
in England and France This explains why in Germany, in 
contrast to England and France, the revolutionary working- 
class movement has spread so tremendously over the greater 
part of the count, y instead of being confined excluswely to the 
urban centres And this in turn explains the tranquil, 
certain and irresistible progress of the movement It is per- 
fectly clear that in Germany a victorious rising in the capital 
and in the other big cities will be possible only when the ma- 
jority of the smaller towns and a great part of the rural dis- 
tricts have become ripe for the revolutionary change ”** 

So you see, ıt appears that not only the “unifying sig- 
nificence of capitalism," but also the success of the working- 
class movement depends not only on the number of factory 
workers, but also on the number of handicraftsmen! Yet 
our exceptionalists, 1gnoring the purely capitalist organisa- 


* The Housing Question —Ed 
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tion of the vast majority of the Russian handicraft indus- 
tries, contrast them, as a sort of “people’s” industry, to capi- 
talism and judge “the percentage of the population at the 
direct disposal of capitalism” by the number of factory 
workers! This 18 reminiscent of the following argument by 
Mr Knvenko the Marxists want all attention to be directed 
to the factory workers, but as there are only one million of 
them out of 100 million people, they constitute only a small 
corner of life, and to devote oneself to 1t 1s just like confining 
oneself to work 1n estate or charitable institutions (Russkoye 
Bogatstvo, No 12) Mills and factones are just as small 
a corner of hfe as estate and charitable 1nstitutions!! What a 
genius vou are, Mr Krivenko! No doubt 1t 1s the estate 
institutions that produce goods for the whole of society? 
No doubt ıt 1s the state of affairs ın the estate institutions 
that explains the exploitation and expropriation of the 
working people? No doubt 1t 1s 1n the estate institutions that 
one must look for the advanced representatives of the pro- 
letariat who are capable of raising the banner of working- 
class emancipation 

It 18 not surprising to hear such things from the hps of 
the minor bourgeois philosophers, but ıt is a pity to have 
to read that sort of thing in the wntings of Mr Nik —on 

On p 393 of Capital," Marx quotes figures of the compo- 
sition of the English population In 1861 there was a 
total of 20 million people ın England and Wales Of 
these, 1,605,440 persons were employed in the main 
branches of factory industry * Furthermore, there were 
1,208,648 members of the servant class, and in a footnote 
to the second edition Marx refers to the very rapid growth 
of this class Now just imagine that there were “Marxists” 
1n England who divided 1,600,000 by 20,000,000 to judge 
the “unifying significance of capitalism"l! The result would 


* There were 642 607 persons employed in the textile hosiery 
and lace industries (in our country tens of thousands of women en- 
gaged in stocking- and lace-making are incredibly exploited by 
the "tradeswomen for whom they work Wages are sometimes as 
low as three [sic!] kopeks a day! Do you mean to say Mr Nik —on, 
that they are not “at the direct disposal of capitalism '?), and ın addı- 
tion 565 835 persons were employed ın coal and ore mines, and 396,998 
persons in all metal works and manufactures 
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be 8%—less than one-twelfth''! How can one speak of 
the “mission” of capitalism when 1t has not united even one- 
twelfth of the population, and when, moreover, there 18 a 
more rapid increase 1n the “domestic slave” class—repre- 
senting a dead loss of “national labour,” which shows that 
“we,” the English, are following the “wrong path"! Is 1t not 
clear that “we” must “seek different," non-capitalist “paths 
of development for our fatherland”?! 

There 1s yet another point ın Mr Nik —on's argument 
when he says that capitalism here does not yield the um- 
fying significance which 1s “so characteristic of Western 
Europe and ts beginning to manifest itself with particular 
force in North America,” he 1s apparently referring to the 
working-class movement And so, we must seek different 
paths because capitalism here does not give rise to a work- 
ing-class movement This argument, 1t seems to me, was 
anticipated by Mr Mikhailovsky Marx operated with a 
ready-made proletariat—he admonished the Marxists And 
when a Marxist told Mikhailovsky that all he saw 1n pov- 
erty was poverLy, his reply was this remark, as usual, was 
taken bodily from Marx But if we turn to this passage 1n 
The Poverty of Philosophy we shall find that 1t 1s not appli- 
cable 1n our case and that our poverty 1s just poverty Ása 
matter of fact, however, you will still find noth to bear 
you out in The Poverty of Philosophy Marx there gays of the 
communists of the old school that they saw 1n poverty noth- 
ing but poverty without seeing its revolutionary, destruc- 
tive side, which would overthrow the old society '** Evi- 
dently, Mr Mikhailovsky takes the absence of any *manifes- 
tation" of a working-class movement as grounds for assert- 
ing that 1t 1s not applicable ın our case In reference to this 
argument, let us remark, firstly, that only a most superfi- 
cial acquaintance with the facts can give mse to the idea 
that Marx operated with a ready-made proletariat Marx’s 
communist programme was drawn up before 1848 What 
working-class movement* was there 1n Germany then? There 


* The smallness of the working class at that time may be judged 
from the fact that 27 years later, in 1875, Marx wrote that “the ma- 
jority of the toiling people in Germany consists of peasants, and 
not of proletarians !* That is what “operating (??) with a ready- 
made proletariat” comes down tol 
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was not even political liberty at that time, and the activ- 
ities of the communists were confined to secret circles 
(as ın our country today) The Social-Democratic labour 
movement, which made the revolutionary and unifying 
role of capitalism quite clear to everybody, began two dec- 
ades later, when the doctrine of scientific socialism had 
definftely taken shape, when large-scale industry had become 
more widespread, and there emerged numerous talented and 
energetic disseminators of this doctrine among the working 
class In addition to presenting historical facts in a false 
light and forgetting the vast amount of work done by the 
socialists ın lending consciousness and organisation to the 
working-class movement, our philosophers foist upon Marx 
the most senseless fatalistic views In his opinion, they 
assure us, the organisation and socialisation of the workers 
occur spontaneously, and, consequently, 1f we see capitalism 
but do not see a working-class movement, that 1s because 
capitalism 1s not fulfilling 1ts mission, and not because we 
are still doiug too little in the matter of organisation and 
propaganda among the workers This cowardly petty-bour- 
geois artifice of our exceptionalist philosophers ıs not worth 
refuting ıt is refuted by all the activities of the Social- 
Democrats ın all countries, it 1s refuted by every public 
speech made by any Marxist Social-Democracy—as Kaut- 
sky very justly remarks—is a fusion of the working- 
class movement and socialism And in order that the pro- 
gressive work of capitalism may "manifest" itself in this 
country too, our socialists must set to work with the utmost 
energy, they must work out in greater detail the Marxist 
conception of the history and present position of Russia, 
and mahe a more concrete investigation of all forms of the 
class struggle and exploitation, which are particularly com- 
plex and masked in Russia They must, furthermore, popularise 
this theory and make ıt known to the worker, they must 
help the worker to assimilate 1t and devise the form of organi- 
sation. most SUITABLE under our conditions for disseminat- 
ing Social-Democratic ideas and welding the workers into a 
political force And the Russian Social-Democrats, far 
from ever having said that they have already completed, 
fulfilled this work of the ideologists of the working class 
(there 1s no end to this work), have always stressed the fact 
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that they are only just beginning it, and that much effort 
by many, many persons will be required to create anything 
at all lasting 
Besides its unsatisfactory and preposterously narrow 
conception of the Marxist theory, this common objection 
that progressive work 1s lacking 1n our capitalism seems to 
be based on the absurd idea of a mythical "people s system " 
When the “peasants” in the notorious "village com- 
munity” are splitting up into paupers and rich, into 
representatives of the proletariat and of capital (especially 
merchant capital), they refuse to see that this 1s embryon- 
ic, medieval capitalism, and, evading the political-eco- 
nomic structure of the countryside, they chatter, ın their 
search for “different paths for the fatherland,” about changes 
1n the form of peasant landownership, with which they unpar- 
donably confuse the form of economic organisation, as 
though a purely bourgeois differentiation of the peasantry 
were not in full swing within the “equalitarian village commu- 
' mty” itself And at a time when this capitalism 1s developing 
and outgrowing the narrow forms of medieval, village capi- 
talism, shattering the feudal power of the land and compel- 
ling the peasant, long stripped clean and starving, to aban- 
don the land to the community for equalitaman division 
among the triumphant kulaks, to leave home, to tramp the 
whole of Russia, unemployed for many a long day, and to 
hire himself now to a landlord, tomorrow to a railway contrac- 
tor, then as an urban labourer or as farm labourer to a nch 
peasant, and so on, when this “peasant,” who changes masters 
all over Russia, sees that wherever he goes he 18 most 
shamefully plundered, when he sees that other paupers hike 
himself are plundered, that 1t 18 not necessarily the “lord” 
who robs him, but also “his brother muzhik," if the latter 
has the money to buy labour-power, when he sees how the 
government always serves his masters, restricting the rights 
of the workers and suppressing as riots every attempt to pro- 
tect their most elementary nghts, when he sees the Russian 
worker's labour becoming more and more arduous, and 
wealth and luxury growing more and more rapidly, while 
the worker's conditions are becoming steadily worse, expro- 
priation more intense and unemployment a regular thing—at 
a time like this our critics of Marxism are seeking different 
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paths for the fatherland, at a time like this they are occu- 
pied ın pondering over the profound question of whether we 
can admit that the work of capitalism 1s progressive seeing 
how slow is the growth 1n the number of factory workers, 
and whether we should not reject our capitalism and con- 
sider it a false path because “it 1s fulfilling 1ts historic 
mission badly, very, very badly ” 

A lofty and broadly humane occupation, 1s it not? 

And what narrow doctrinaires these wicked Marxists are 
when they say that to seek different paths for the fatherland 
when capitalist exploitation of the working people exists all 
over Russia means to flee from realities to the sphere of utopia, 
when they find that 1t 1s not our capitalism but rather the 
Russian socialists who are fulfilling their mission badly, 
those socialists who refuse to understand that to dream 
about the age-old economic struggle of the antagonistic 
classes of Russian society dying down 1s tantamount to sink- 
ing to Mamilovism,'’* and who refuse to realise that we 
must strive to impart organisation and understanding to this 
struggle, and to this end set about Social-Democratic work 


In conclusion, we cannot but note another attack by Mr 
Nik —on on Mr Struve in this same issue, No 6, of 
Russkoye Bogatstvo 

“We cannot help drawing attention,” Mr Nik —on says, 
“to a certain peculiarity in Mr Struve’s methods of contro- 
versy He was writing for the German public,in a serous 
German magazine, but the methods he employed seem en- 
tirely inappropriate We may take it that not only the 
German but even the Russian pubhc has grown to ‘man’s 
estate,’ and will not be 1mpressed by all the *bugbears' 1n 
which his article abounds ‘Utopia,’ ‘reactionary programme’ 
and similar expressions are to be met with ın every column 
But today, alas, these *terrible words’ simply do not pro- 
d a effect on which Mr Struve apparently counts” 
p 

Let us try to examıne whether “inappropriate methods” 
have been employed ın this controversy between Messrs, 
Nik, —on and Struve, and, if they have, by whom. 
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Mr Struve 1s accused of employing "inappropriate meth- 
ods” on the grounds that in a serious articie he tnes to 
impress the public with "bugbears" and "terrible words " 

To employ "bugbears" and "terrible words" means de- 
scribing an opponent ın terms of severe disapproval that at 
the same time are not clearly and precisely motivated and 
do not follow inevitably from the writer’s standpoint (one 
that has been defimtely stated), but simply express a desire 
to abuse, to dress down 

Obviously, 1t 18 only this last feature which turns epi- 
thets of severe disapproval into "bugbears " Mr Slonimsky 
spoke severely of Mr Nik —on, but as he clearly and 
definitely formulated his point of view, that of an ordinary 
liberal who 1s absolutely incapable of understanding the 
bourgeois character of the present order, and quite explic- 
ity formulated his phenomenal arguments he may be 
accused of anything you hke, but not of “inappropriate 
methods" Mr Nik —on, on his part, spoke severely of 
Mr Slommsky, quoting, incidentally, for his edification 
and instruction, Marx's words—which have been “justi- 
fied 1n our country too" (asMr Nik —on admits)—about the 
reactionary and utopian character of the defence of the small 
handicraft industry and small peasant landownership which 
Mr Slonimsky wants, and accusing him of “narrow-minded- 
ness,” ‘naiveté,” and the like Look, Mr Nik —on’s arti- 
cle “abounds” 1n the same epithets (underscored) as Mr 
Struve's, but we cannot speak of “inappropriate methods” 
in this case, because 1t 1s all motivated, it all follows from 
the author's definite standpoint and system of views, which 
may be false, but which, if accepted, necessarily lead to 
regarding one's opponent as a naive, narrow-minded and 
reactionary utopian 

Let us see how matters stand with Mr Struve’s article 
Accusing Mr Nik —on of utopianism that leads inevitably 
to a reactionary programme, and of naiveté, he quite 
clearly indicates the grounds which led him to such an opin- 
ion Firstly desirnng the “socialisation of production,” 
Mr Nik —on “appeals to society” (sic!) "and the state" 
This "proves that Marx's doctrine of the class struggle and 
the state 1s completely foreign to the Russian political 
economist " Our state 1s the "representative of the ruling 
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classes” Secondly “If we contrast to real capitalism an 
imaginary economic system which must come about simply 
because we want 1t to, 1n other words, 1f we want the sociali- 
sation of production without capitalism, this 1s only evi- 
dence of a naive conception, which does not conform to his- 
tory " With the development of capitalism, the elimination 
of natural economy and the diminution of the rural popula- 
tion, “the modern state will emerge from the twilight in 
which, ın our patriarchal times, it is still enveloped (we 
are speaking of Russia), and step out into the clear hght 
of the open class struggle, and other forces and factors will 
have to be sought for the socialisation of production " 

Well, 1s this not a sufficiently clear and precise motiva- 
tion? Can one dispute the truth of Mr Struve's specific 
references to the author's ideas? Did Mr Nik —on really 
take account of the class struggle inherent 1n capitalist so- 
ciety? He did not He speaks of society and the state, and 
forgets this struggle, excludes ıt He says, for example, 
that the state supported capitalism instead of socialising 
labour through the village community, and so on He evi- 
dently believes that the state could have behaved this way 
or that, and, consequently, that 1t stands above classes ls 
1t not clear that to accuse Mr Struve of resorting to "bug- 
bears" 1s a crying injustice? Is ıt not clear that a man who 
believes that ours 1s a class state cannot regard one who 
appeals to that state to socialise labour, that 1s, to abolish 
the ruling classes as anything but a naive and reactionary 
utopian? More, when one accuses an opponent of resorting 
to 'bugbears," and says nothing about the views from which 
his opinion follows, despite the fact that he has clearly for- 
mulated these views, and when, moreover, one accuses him 
in a censored magazine, where these views cannot appear— 
should we not rather regard this as “an absolutely inappro- 
priate method"? 

Let us proceed Mr Struve’s second argument is for- 
mulated no lessclearly That the socialisation of labour apart 
from capitalism, through the village community, 13 an 
imaginary system cannot be doubted, for ıt does not exist 
in reality This reality 1s described by Mr Nik —on hım- 
self as follows prior to 1861 the productive units were the 
“family” aud the “village community” (Sketches, pp 100- 
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107) This “small, scattered, self-sufficing production 
could not develop to any considerable extent, and its ex- 
tremely routine nature and low productivity were therefore 
typical " The subsequent change meant that “the social divi- 
sion of labour became deeper and deeper " In other words, 
capitalism broke out of the narrow bounds of the ear- 
her productive umts and socialised labour throughout so- 
ciety Mr Nik —on, too, admitted this socialisation of 
labour by our capitalism Therefore, 1n wanting to base the 
socialisation of labour not on capitalism, which has already 
socialised labour, but on the village community, the break- 
down of which for the first tume brought about the socialisation 


of labour throughout society, he 1s a reactionary utopian 


That ıs Mr Struve's idea One may regard ıt as true or false, 

but it cannot be demed that his severe comment on Mr 

Nik —on followed with logical inevitability from this 

PON and it 1s, therefore, out of place to talk of "bug- 
ears " 

Furthermore, when Mr Nik —on concludes his contro- 
versy with Mr Struve by attributing to his opponent the 
desire to dispossess the peasantry of the land (“if by a pro- 
gressive programme 18 meant dispossessing the peasantry of 
the land then the author of the Sketches 18 a conservative"), 
despite Mr Struve's explicit statement that he desires the 
socialisation of labour, desires ıt through capitalism, 
and therefore desires to base himself on the forces that will 
be visible in “the clear light of the open class struggle"— 
that can only be called a version diametrically opposed to 
the truth And if we bear 1n mind that Mr Struve could not 
1n the censored press speak of the forces which come forward 
in the clear light of the open class struggle, and that, con- 
sequently, Mr Nik —on’s opponent was gagged—it can 
scarcely be denied that Mr Nik —on’s method 18 alto- 
gether "inappropriate " 
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When I speak of a narrow understanding of Marxism, I 
have the Marxists themselves 1n mind One cannot help re- 
marking ın this connection that Marxism 1s most atrociously 
narrowed and garbled when our liberals and radicals under- 
take to expound 1t 1n the pages of the legal press What 
an exposition it 1s! Just think how this revolutionary doc- 
tnne has to be mutilated to fit ıt into the Procrustean bed 
of Russian censorship! Yet our publicists light-heartedly 
perform that operation! Marxism, as they expound at, 18 
practically reduced to the doctrine of how individual prop- 
erty, based on the labour of the proprietor, undergoes its 
dialectacal development under the capitalist system, how it 
turns into its negation and is then socialised And with a 
serious mien, they assume that the whole content of Marxism 
hes 1n this “scheme,” ignoring all the specific features of its 
sociological method, the doctrine of the class struggle, and 
the direct purpose of the Inquiry, namely, to disclose all the 
forms of antagonism and exploitation in order to help the 
proletariat abolish them It is not surprising that the result 
as something so pale and narrow that our radicals proceed 
to mourn over the poor Russian Marxists We should think 
so! Russian absolutism and Russian reaction would not be 
absolutism and reaction if ıt were possible, while they 
exist, to give a full, accurate and complete exposition of 
Marxism, setting forth its conclusions without reservation! 
And if our liberals and radicals knew Marxism properly 
(f only from German hterature), they would be ashamed 
thus to distort ıt ın the pages of the censored press If a 
theory may not be expounded—keep silent, or make the res- 
ervation that you are giving a far from complete exposition 
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of 1t, that you are omitting its most essential features, 
but why expound only fragments of 1t and then how! about 
its being narrow? 

That, indeed, 1s the only explanation of the absurdity, 
possible only 1n Russia, that people are regarded as Marxists 
who have no idea of the class struggle, of the antagonism 
necessarily inherent ın capitalist society, and of the devel- 
opment of this antagonism, people who have no notion of 
the revolutionary role of the proletariat, even people who 
come out with purely bourgeois projects, provided they con- 
tain such catchwords as "money economy,” its “necessity,” 
and similar expressions, which require all the intellectual 
profundity of a Mr Mikhailovsky to be regarded as specifi- 
cally Marxist 

Marx, on the other hand, considered the whole value of 
his theory to he ın the fact that ıt 28 "1n its essence criti- 
cal* and revolutionary "** And this latter quahty 1s ın- 
deed completely and unconditionally inherent ın Marz- 
ism, for this theory directly sets itself the task of disclosing 
all the forms of antagonism and exploitation in modern 
society, tracing their evolution, demonstrating their tran- 
sitory character, the inevitability of their transformation 
into a different form, and thus serving the proletariat as a 
means of ending all exploitation as quickly and easily as 
possible The irresistible attraction of ths theory, which 
draws to itself the socialists of all countries les precisely in 
the fact that 1t combines the quality of being strictly and 
supremely scientific (being the last word ın social science) 
with that of being revolutionary, tt does not combine them 
accidentally and not only because the founder of the doctrine 
combined ın his own person the qualities of a scientist and 
a revolutionary, but does so intrinsically and inseparably 
Is 1t not a fact that the task of theory, the aim of science, 


* Note that Marx is speaking here of materialist criticism, which 
alone he regards as scientific—tbat 1s, criticism which compares 
the political, legal, social, conventional and other facts, with 
economics, with the system of production relations, with the 
interests of the classes that inevitably take shape on the basis of 
all the antagonistic social relations That Russian social relations 
are antagonistic can hardly be doubted But nobody has yet tried to 
take them as a basis for such criticism 
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1s here defined as assistance for the oppressed class in its 
actual economic struggle 


“We do not say to the world Cease struggling— your 
whole struggle is senseless All we do is to provide it with a 
true slogan of struggle” *** 


Hence, the direct task of science, according to Marr, 1s 
to provide a true slogan of struggle, that 1s, to be able to 
present this struggle objectively as the product of a definite 
system of production relations, to be able to understand the 
necessity of this struggle, 1ts content, course and conditions 
of development It 1s impossible to provide a “slogan of 
struggle” unless we study every separate form of the struggle 
minutely, unless we trace every stage of the struggle during 
the transition from one form to another, so that we can 
define the situation at any given moment, without losing 
sight of the general character of the struggle and its general 
aim, namely, the complete and final abolition of all exploi- 
tation and all oppression 

Try to compare with Marx's "critical and revolutionary" 
theory the colourless trash which “our well-known" N K 
Mikhailovsky, ın his “enticism,” expounded and which he 
then did battle with, and you will be astonished that there 
can really be people who regard themselves as “ideologists 
of the working people," and confine themselves . to that 
“worn-out coin” into which our publicists transform the 
Marxist theory by obliterating everything that 1s vital ın it 

Try to compare with the demands of this theory our Na- 
rodnik literature, which, after all, 1s also prompted by the 
desire to be the ideological spokesman of the working people, 
a hterature devoted to the history and to the present state 
of our economic system in general and of the peasantry 1n 
particular, and you will be astonished that socialists could 
be satisfied with a theory that confines itself to studying and 
descnbing distress and to moralising over ıt Serfdom 1s 
depicted not as a definite form of economic organisation 
which gave rise to such and such exploitation, such and 
such antagonistic classes, certain political, legal and other 
systems, but simply as abuses by the landlords and 1n justice 
to the peasants The peasant Reform is depicted not as a 
clash of definite economic forms and of defimte economic 
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classes, but as a measure taken by the authorities, who 
“chose” a “wrong path” by mistake, despite their very best 
intentions Post-Reform Russia 1s depicted as a deviation 
from the true path, accompanied by the distress of the work- 
ing people and not as a definite system of antagonistic 
relations of production with a certain development 

Now, however, there can be no doubt that this theory 
is discredited, and the sooner Russian socialists realise 
that with the present level of knowledge there can be no rev- 
olutionary theory apart from Marxism, the sooner they de- 
vote all their efforts to applying this theory to Russia, theo- 
retically and practically—the surer and quicker will be 
the success of revolutionary work 


To give a clear illustration of the corruption the “fnends 
of the people" have caused 1n the “meagre Russian thought” 
of today by their call to the intelligentsia to exert a cul- 
tural influence on the "people" so as to “create” a real and 
proper industry, etc —let us cite the opinion of people 
who hold views sharply distinct from ours, namely, the 
“Narodopravtsi,” these direct and immediate offspnng 
of the Narodovolts See pamphlet, An Urgent Issue, 
1894, pubhshed by the Narodnoye Pravo party 

After giving a splendid rebuttal to the kind of Narodniks 
who say that “under no circumstances, not even on condition 
of broad liberty, must Russia part with her economic organ- 
isation, which ensures (!) the working people an independent 
place in production,” and that “what we need 1s not political 
reforms but systematic and planned economic reforms,” 
the Narodopravtsi go on to say 

“We are not defenders of the bourgeoisie, still less are we 
admurers of their ideals, but 1f a malicious fate were to present 
the people with the choice of ‘planned economic reforms’ 
under the protection of Zemsky Nachalmks who zealously 
guard them from the encroachments of the bourgeoisie, or 
the bourgeoisie themselves on the basis of political hberty, 
that 1s, under conditions which ensure the people the organ- 
ised defence of their interests—we think the people would 
obviously gain by choosing the latter At the moment, we 
have no ‘political reforms’ which threaten to deprive the 
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people of their pseudo-independent economic organisation, 
what we do have 1s what everybody everywhere 1s accus- 
tomed to regard as bourgeois policy, expressed 1n the grossest 
exploitation of the people's labour We have neither broad 
nor narrow liberty, what we do have 1s the protection of 
social-estate interests, which the agrarians and capitalists 
of constitutional countries have ceased to dream of We 
have no ‘bourgeois parliamentarianism’—society is not al- 
lowed within cannon-shot of the administrative machine, 
what we do have 1s the Messrs Naidenovs, Morozovs, Kazis 
and Byelovs, who demand that a Chinese Wall be set up for 
the safeguarding of their interests, side by side with repre- 
sentatives of ‘our loyal nobility,’ who go so far as to demand 
free credits for themselves to the tune of 100 rubles per des- 
siatine They are invited to serve on commissions, they are 
listened to with respect, and they have a decisive voice ın 
cardinal questions affecting the economic life of the country 
Yet who stands up 1n defence of the interests of the people, 
and where? Is ıt not they, the Zemsky Nachalmks? Is ıt 
not for the people that agricultural labour squads are being 
projected? Has it not only just been declared, with a frank- 
ness bordering on cymcism, that the only reason the people 
have been granted allotments 1s to enable them to pay taxes 
and to perform services, as the Governor of Vologda put 1t 
ın one of his circulars? He only formulated and expressed 
aloud the policy that the autocracy, or, more correctly, 
bureaucratic absolutism, 1s fatally pursuing ” 

However nebulous the Narodopravtsi’s notions still are 
about the “people,” whose interests they want to defend, 
and about “society,” which they continue to regard as a trust- 
worthy organ for the protection of the interests of labour, one 
cannot but admit that the formation of the Narodnoye 
Pravo party 1s a step forward, a step towards the complete 
abandonment of the allusions and dreams about “different 
paths for the fatherland,” towards the fearless recognition 
of the real paths, and towards the search on their basis for 
elements for a revolutionary struggle Here we clearly see 
a striving to form a democratic party I speakonly of a 
“striving,” because, unfortunately, the Narodopravts: do not 
implement their basic thesis consistently They still talk 
of amalgamation and alliance with the socialists, refusing 
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to realise that to draw the workers 1nto mere political radi- 
cahsm would only mean severing the worker intellectuals 
from the mass of the workers and condemning the working- 
class movement to 1mpotence, for 1t can be strong only by 
defending the interests of the working class completely and 
1n every way, by engaging ın economic struggle against capi- 
tal, a struggle inseparably bound up with a political strug- 
gle against the servants of capital They refuse to realise 
that the “amalgamation” of all the revolutionary elements 
can be much better achieved by the separate organisation 
of the representatives of the different interests* and by the 
pint action of the two parties in particular cases They still 
go on calling their party a “social-revolutionary” party (see 
the Manifesto of the Narodnoye Pravo party, dated Feb- 
ruary 19, 1894), although at the same time they confine 
themselves exclusively to political reforms and most care- 
fully evade our “cursed” socialist problems A party which 
so ardently calls for a fight against illusions should not fos- 
ter illusions 1n others by the very first words of its “manfes- 
to", 1t should not speak of socialism where there 1s nothing 
but constitutionalism But, I repeat, one cannot form a cor- 
rect judgement of the Narodopravtsi unless one bears in 
mind that they spring from the Narodovolts It must, 
therefore, be admitted that they are taking a step forward 
by basing an exclusively political struggle—unrelated to 
socialism—on an exclusively political programme The 
Social-Democrats whole-heartedly wish the Narodopravtsi 
success, wish that their party may grow and develop, that 
they may form closer ties with those social elements which 
take their stand by the present economic system** and whose 


* They themselves protest against faith in tbe miracle-working 
powers of the intelligentsia, they themselves talk of the need to draw 
the people themselves into the struggle But this requires that the strug 
gle be bound up with definite everyday interests and, consequently, 
that a distinction be made between the different interests and that 
they be drawn separately into the struggle But if these separate 1n- 
terests are obscured by bare political demands that only the intelli- 
gentsia understand will this not mean again turning back, again 
confining everything to the struggle of the intelligentsia alone, whose 
unpotence has only just been admitted? 

** (le, the capitalist system)—and not by the necessary re- 
jection of this system and the waging of a ruthless struggle against it. 


332 V 1 LENIN 


everyday interests really are most intimately bound up with 
democracy 

The concilatory, cowardly, sentimental and dreamy 
Narodism of the “friends of the people” will not stand up 
long when attacked from both sides by the political radicals 
for being capable of expressing confidence 1n the bureaucracy 
and for not realising the absolute necessity of political strug- 
gle, and by the Social-Democrats, for attempting to repre- 
sent themselves almost as socialists, although they have not 
the slightest relation to socialism and not the slightest ink- 
ling of the causes of the oppression of the working people 
or of the character of the class struggle now 1n progress, 


THE ECONOMIC CONTENT 
OF NARODISM AND THE CRITICISM 
OF IT IN MR STRUVE'S BOOK 


(THE REFLECTION 
OF MARXISM IN BOURGEOIS LITERATURE) 


P Struve Critical Remarke on the Subject 
of Russia s Economic Development St. Petersburg, 1894 '* 


Written end of 1894-beginning of Published according to Maferal for 
1895 Soria @ Characterisation of Our Economie 
First published over the signa- Development 
ture of K Tulin fn the miscellany 
entitled Material for a Characterisation 
of Ow Economic Develo, 
St. Petersburg, 1895 


MATEPIAJIBI 


Kb XAPAKTEPHCTHRS 


HAWETO XOSANCTBEHHATO PASBUTIR. 


— 


CBOPHHK' b CTATER. 


C-TIETEPBYPT b 
Suseralia TI. TL. Coftxana, Crpmsuma ya., X 18 
1895 


Title page of the miscellany ın which Lenin's The Economie 
Content of Narodism and the Criticism of It in Mr Struve's 
Book, 1895, was published 
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Mr Struve’s book 1s a systematic criticism of Narodism 
-—this word to be understood ın its broad sense, as a the- 
oretical doctrine that gives a particular solution to 
highly important sociological and economic problems, 
and as "a system of dogmas of economic policy” (p VII) 
The very posing of such a problem would have made 
the book of outstanding interest, but of still greater 
importance is the standpoint from which the criticism 
is made Of this the author in his Preface says the 
following 

“While adhering, on certain basic issues, to views that 
have been quite definitely established ın hterature, he 
(the author) does not consider himself bound in the least 
by the word and letter of any doctrine whatsoever He 19 
not infected with orthodoxy” (IX) 

The contents of the book make 1t clear that these “views 
that have been quite definitely established in hterature" 
are those of Marxism The question arises which, exactly, 
are the "certain basic” tenets of Marxism that the author 
accepts, and which are those he rejects? Why and to what 
extent? He gives no direct answers to these questions That 
1g why a detailed examination will be necessary ın order to 
make clear exactly what there ıs ın the book that may be 
classed as Marxist— which of the doctrine's tenets the 
author accepts and how consistently he adheres to them— 
and which of them he rejects, and what are the results when 
he does so 

The contents are exceedingly varied the author gives us, 
firstly, an exposition of “the subjective method 1n sociology" 
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as accepted by our Narodmks, criticises ıt and sets against 
it the method "of historico-economic materialism " Then 
he gives an economic criticism of. Narodism, firstly on the 
strength oí "human experience" (p IX) and, secondly, on the 
basis of the facts of Russia's economic history and present- 
day reality A criticism of the dogmas of Narodnik economic 
policy 18 given ın passing The varied character of the con- 
tents (something quite inevitable when criticising a major 
trend in our public thought) determines the form in which 
the examination is made we shall have to follow the au- 
thor's exposition step by step, dwelling on each series of 
arguments 


[ood 


Before, however, proceeding to examine the book, I 
consider ıt necessary to give a preliminary explanation in 
somewhat greater detail The task of the present article 
1s to criticise Mr Struve's book from the viewpoint of one 
who "adheres to views that have been quite definitely estab- 
lished in literature’ on all (and not merely on "certain") 
“basic issues " 

These views have been expounded on more than one occa- 
sion for the purpose of criticism 1n the columns of the hber- 
al and Narodnik press, and this exposition has abominably 
obscured them—has, indeed, distorted them by involving 
what has nothing whatever to do with them, namely, Hege- 
hanism, “faith in the necessity of each country having 
to pass through the phase of capitalism” and much other 
purely Novoye Vremya nonsense 

It 1s above allthe practical side of the doctrine, its ap- 
plication to Russian affairs, that has been badly distort ed 
Our hberals and Narodmks refused to understand that the 
starting-point of the Russian Marxist doctrine 1s a totally 
different concept of Russian reality, and by looking at that 
doctrine from the standpoint of their old views of this re- 
ality, reached conclusions that were not only absolutely 
absurd but that 1n addition levelled the most preposterous 
accusations at the Marxists 

It seems to me, therefore, that unless I define my attitude 
to Narodism exactly, it will be impossible to set about an 
examination of Mr Struve’s book Furthermore, a prelimi- 
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nary comparison of the Narodmk and Marxist vrewpoints 
18 necessary to explain many passages in the book under 
review, which confines itself to the objective side of the 
doctrine and leaves practical conclusions almost entirely 
untouched 

The comparison will show us what points of departure 
Narodism and Marxism have 1n common, and 1n what they 
differ fundamentally It will be more convenient to take the 
old Russian Narodism, since, firstly, ıt 18 immeasurably 
superior to that of today (as represented by publications such 
as Russkoye Bogatstvo) 1n consistency and forthrightness, 
and, secondly, 1t gives a fuller picture of the best aspects of 
Narodism, aspects which 1n some respects Marxism also 
adheres to 

Let us take one of the professions de fo1* of the old Rus- 
sian Narodism and follow the author step by step 


840 V Y LFNIN 


CHAPTER I 


A LINE-BY-LINE COMMENTARY ON A NARODNIK 
PROFESSION DE FOI 


Volume CCXLII of Otechestvenniye Zapiski* contains 
an unsigned article entitled "New Shoots ın the People's 
Fields,” which graphically sets forth the progressive aspects 
of Narodisfh as against Russian liberalism 

The author begins by saying that "now" ıt 1s considered 
“almost treachery” to protest against "those who emerge 
from the midst of the people and reach a higher level of so- 
ciety ” 


“Not long ago a certain literary donkey kicked at Otechestvenniye 
Zapiski for displaying pessimism towards the people, as he expressed 
himself regarding a brief review of a book by Zlatovratsky which 
contained nothing pessimistic apart from pessimism towards usury 
and the corrupting influence of money ın general, and when later, 
Gleb Uspensky wrote a commentary to his latest articles (Otechest- 
venniye Zapiski, No 411, 1878), the liberal bog heaved and surged, 
just as in the fairy-tale and all of a sudden so many defenders of 
he people appeared that, verily, we were surprised to find that our 
people had so many frends — Í cannot but sympatmse withthe 
way of posing the problem of the beauteous countryside and of the at- 
titude of the literary lads towards it, or to put it better not lads 
but old roués from was. Messrs the nobility and lackeys, and 
the young merchants o sing serenades to the countryside and 
“to make eyes at it” does not at all mean to love and respect it, just 
as pointing to its defects does not mean to be bostile towards it Should 
you ask the very same Uspensky what is closest to his heart, 
where he sees the greatest guarantees for the future in the country- 
side or in the old-nobility and the new middle-class strata, can 
there be any doubt at all that he would say ‘The countryside '" 


This 1s a very typical passage Firstly, ıt shows clearly 
the essence of Narodism ıt 1s protest against serfdom (the 


* 1879, No 2, Contemporary Review, pp 125 52. 
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old-nobility stratum) and bourgeoisdom (the new middle- 
class stratum) in Russia from the peasant's, the small 
producers, point of view Secondly, it shows at the same 
time that this protest 1s based on fantasy, that 1t turns its 
back on the facts 

Does the "countryside" exist somewhere outside of the 
“old-nobility” or “new middle-class” regimes? Was it 
not the “countryside” that representatives of both the one 
and the other built and are still building each after their 
own fashion? The countryside 1s in fact a “stratum” that 
is partly “old-nobility,” and partly “new middle-class ” 
Whichever way you look at the countryside, 1f you confine 
yourself to stating the actual situation (that 1s all that 1s 
at issue) and not to possibilities, you will not be able to 
find anything else, any third "stratum," ın ıt And if the 
Narodniks do, 1t 18 only because they cannot see the wood for 
the trees, the form of land tenure 1n the separate peasant com- 
munities prevents them from seeing the economic organisa- 
tion of Russian social economy This organisation turns 
the peasant into a commodity producer, transforms him 
into a petty bourgeois, a petty isolated farmer producing 
for the market This organisation, therefore, makes it 1mpos- 
sible to look backwards for “guarantees for the future" and 
makes 1t essential to look for them ahead They should not 
be sought ın the “countryside,” where the combination 
of the “old-nobility” and "new middle-class” strata terribly 
worsens the position of labour and deprives 1t of the opportu- 
nity of fighting against the masters of the "new middle- 
class" order, for here the antithesis between their interests 
and those cf labour 1s insufficiently developed But they 
should be sought in the fully-developed stratum which 
1s completely “new middle-class" and has entirely disposed 
of the blessings of the “old-nobility,” has socialised la- 
bour, has brought to a head and clarified that social con- 
tradictaon which, 1n the countryside, 1s still in an embryonic, 
suppressed condition 

Now we must indicate the theoretical differences existing 
between the doctrines that lead to Narodism and to Marxism, 
between the different conceptions of Russian reality and his- 


tory 
Let us follow the author further. 
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He assures “spiritually indignant gentlemen" that Uspen- 
sky understands the relation between the poverty and the 
morality of the people 


“better than many admirers of the countryside, for whom the 
countryside is something like the liberal passport which all intelli- 
gent and practical bourgeois usually provide themselves with in an 
epoch like the present ” 


You, Mr Narodnik, are wondering why something so la- 
mentable and hurtful should take place—that a man who 
wants to represent the interests of labour should see that 
which he regards as “guarantees for the future" transformed 
into a “liberal passport" That future has to rule out 
the bourgeoisie— but the way ın which you wish to arrive 
at this future, far from being given a hostile reception by the 
“practical and intelligent bourgeois," 1s accepted willingly, 
1s accepted as a “passport ” 

Do you think such a scandalous thing would be possi- 
ble 1f you were to point to the "guarantees for the future,” 
not where the social contradictions inherent 1n the system 
dominated by the “practical and intelligent bourgeois" 
are still 1n an undeveloped, embryonic state, but where 
they are developed thoroughly, to nec plus ultra, where, 
consequently, one cannot confine oneself to palliatives or 
halí-measures, where the desiderata of the working people 
cannot be utilised for one's own benefit, and where the 1ssue 
1$ squarely put? 

Do you not yourself say further on 


"The passive friends of tbe people refuse to understand the simple 
thing that 1n society all active forces usually add up to two squally 
operating, mutually opposite ones, and that the passive forces wbich 
apparently take no part 1n the struggle, merely serve the force pre- 
ponderant at the given moment" (p 132) 


Does not this description apply to the countryside, or is 
the countryside some specific kind of world devoid of these 
"mutually opposite forces" and struggle, a countryside that 
can be spoken of indiscriminately, without fear of playing in- 
to the hands of the “preponderant force"? Is 1t sound, since 
we are talking about struggle, to begin where the content of 
this struggle 1s cluttered up with a host of extraneous circum- 
stances that prevent those mutually opposite forces from 
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being defimtely and finally separated from one another, 
that prevent the chief enemy from being clearly seen? Is 
1t not obvious that the programme advanced by the author 
at the end of his article—education, expansion of peasant 
land tenure, reduction of taxes—can have no effect on the one 
who 1s preponderant, while the last point of the programme— 
"organisation of people's industry"— presumes, does 1t not, 
that the struggle has not only taken place, but, furthermore, 
has already ended 1n victory? Your programme fights shy of 
the antagonism whose existence you yourself could not help 
admitting That ıs why it holds no terrors for the masters 
of the “new middle-class stratum " Your programme 1s a 
petty-bourgeois dream That 1s why 1t 18 only good enough to 
be a "liberal passport ” 


“People for whom the countryside is an abstract concept, and 
the muzhik an abstract Narcissus even think badly when they say 
that the countryside should only be praised and be told that it is 
standing up splendidly to all influences destructive to it [f the coun- 
tryside 18 pecu in such a position that it must fight every day for 
a kopek if itis skinned by the usurers, deceived by the kulaks, op- 
pressed by the landlords, if it 1s sometimes flogged in the Volost 
offices can this be without influence to its moral side? If the ruble, 
that capitalist moon, sails to the forefront of the rurai landscape, 
if all eyes, all thoughts and spiritual forces are focussed on it, uf it 
becomes the aim of life and the yardstick of individual abilities can 
the fact be hidden and can we say that the muzhik is such an al- 
truist that he needs no money at all? If ın the countryside there are 
visible tendencies towards conflict if kulakdom 1s ın fuil bloom and 
is striving to enslave the weakest peasants and turn them into la- 
bourers, to wreck the village community, etc, can we, I ask 
conceal all these facts?! We may wish for a more detailed and 
comprehensive investigation of them, we may explain them to our- 
selves by the oppressive conditions of poverty (hunger drives people 
to theft, murder, and ın extreme cases even to cannibalism), but we 
cannot conceal them at all To conceal them means to defend the 
status quo to defend the notorious laissez faire, laissez aller until 
the sad phenomena assume terrible proportions To colour the truth 
is never worth while " 


Once again, how fine 1s this description of the country- 
side and how petty the conclusions drawn from it! How 
well are the facts observed and how paltry the explanation, 
the understanding of them! Here again we see the gigantic 
abyss between the desiderata of the defence of labour, and 
the means of fulfilling them Capitalism in the countryside, 
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so far as the author 1s concerned, 1s no more than a sad 
phenomenon ” Despıte the fact that he sees the same sort 
of capitalism ın the towns on a big scale, that he sees how 
capitalism has subordinated to itself not only all spheres 
of the people's labour but even “progressive” literature, 
which presents the measures of the bourgeoisie in the 
name and 1n behalf of the people, despite this, he refuses 
to admit that ıt 1s a matter of the specific organisation of 
our social economy, and consoles himself with dreams about 
its being merely a sad phenomenon called into existence by 
“oppressive conditions " And if, says he, one does not cling 
to the theory of non-interference, then these conditions may 
be eliminated Yes, if ifs and ans! But Russia has never yet 
witnessed a policy of non-interference, there always has been 
interference for the benefit of the bourgeoisie, and only 
sweet dreams of “atter-dinner tranquillity” can give rise 
to hopes of changing this without a "redistribution of the 
social force between the classes," as Mr Struve puts it 


"We forget that our society needs ideals—political, civic and others— 
mainly so that, having acquired a stock of them, it may be able to 
think of nothing, that society seeks them not with youthful eagerness 
but with after-dinner tranquillity, that society is not disillusioned 
in them with torments of the soul but with the lightness of a prince 
of Arcady Such, at least, is the overwhelming majority of our so- 
ciety Actually it requires no ideals because it 1s sated and is fully 
satisfied by digestive processes ” 


A superb description of our liberal-Narodmk society 

The question arises, who 1s more consistent now the “Na- 
rodniks,” who continue to fuss and bother with this “so- 
ciety,” who regale it with a picture of the horrors of “on- 
coming” capitalism, of the “threatening evil,"* as the author 
of the article expressed ıt, who call on ats representatives 
to leave the wrong road on to which “we” have deviated, 
etc —or the Marxists, who are so “narrow” that they 
sharply fence themselves off from society and consider it 
necessary to address themselves exclusively to those who are 
not “satisfied” and cannot be satisfied with “digestive proc- 


* Threatening what? The digestive processes? Capitalism not 
only does not “threaten’ them, but, on the contrary, promises the 
most refined and dainty victuals. 
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esses," for whom 1deals are a necessity, for whom they are 
a matter of daily hfe 

That 18 the attitude of a ladies’ college damsel—con- 
tinues the author That 


“testifies to profound corruption of thought and feelings . 
never has there been such decent, polished, such innocent and at 
the same time profound corruption This corruption is entirely the 

roperty of our recent history the property of middle-class culture” 

fe , of the bourgeois, capitalist order to be more exact K T°] 
“that has grown up on the soil of landlordism the sentimentality, 
ignorance and indolence of the nobility The middle class have 
introduced their own science, their own moral code and their own 
sophisms into life 


One would have thought tnat the author had so well 
assessed the situation that he should have understood the 
only possible conclusion to be drawn If 1t 1s all a matter 
of our bourgeois culture, there can be no other "guarantees 
for the future" except in the “antipode” of this bourgeoisie, 
because 1t alone has been totally "differentiated" from this 
“middle-class culture,” 1s finally and irrevocably hostile 
to 1t and 1s incapable of any of the compromises out of which 
1t 18 so convenient to fashion "liberal passports ” 

But no One may still dream “Culture” 1s certainly noth- 
ing but “middle-class,” nothing but corruption But this 
1s only because 1t comes from the old landlordism (he 
himself has just admitted that this culture 1s a product of 
contemporary history, of that history, in fact, that 
destroyed the old landlordism) and from indolence — 
something, therefore, that 1s fortuitous and has no firm 
roots, etc , etc Then come phrases that have no meaning 
other than turning one’s back on the facts and sentimental 
dreaming that ignores the existence of “mutually opposite 
forces ” Listen 


“They (the middle class) have to install them (science the moral 
code) in the university chairs in literature, in the courts and in other 
spheres of life " [Above we have seen that they have already installed them 
in such a profound “sphere of life" asthe countryside K T] First and 
foremost they do not find a sufficient number of people suitable for 
this and of necessity address themselves to people of other traditions " 
[Is it the Russian bourgeoisie that “does not find people ?! This is 


*K T (K Tuln)-V 1 Lenin —Ed 
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not worth refuting, especially as the author refutes himself further 
on K T] These people have no knowledge of business [the Russian 
capitalists?! K TJ, their steps are unccrtain, their movements 
clumsy {their “knowledge of business” 1s sufficient for them to get 
tens and hundreds per cent profit they are sufficiently “experienced” 
to practise the back aysteni 1 everywhere they are sufficiently astute 
to secure preferential tariffs Only somebody who has no immediate 
and direct experience of oppression by these people only a petty bour- 
geois could entertain such a fantasy K T ], ‘they try to copy the 
West-European bourgeoisie, order books study [here the author 
has himself to admit the fantastic character of the dream he has now 
concocted about “middle-class culture having grown up in Russia in 
the soil of ignorance That is untrue It 1s precisely the middle class 
culture that brought culture and “education to post-Reform Russia 
“lo colour the truth, to picture the enemy as impotent and devoid of 
foundation is “never worth while’ K T |, “at times they become 
regretful about the past and at times uneasy about the future, be- 
cause voices are heard from somewhere saying that the middle class 
are only the impertinent parvenus of the day that their science 
will not bear criticism, while their mofal code is no use at all” 


Is ıt the Russian bourgeoisie that commits the sin of 
being “regretful about the past” and “uneasy about the 
future"?! You don't say! Don’t some people like pulling their 
own legs by spreading such wholesale slander about the 
poor Russian bourgeoisie being embarrassed by voices pro- 
claiming the “uselessness of the middle class” Is not the 
opposite the case were not these “voices” “embarrassed” 
when they were given a good bawling out, 1s 1t not they who 
display “uneasiness about the future”? 

And gentlemen of this sort even express surprise and pre- 
tend they do not understand why they are called romantics! 


“Yet we must save ourselves The middle class do not ask, but 
order people, on pain of destruction to goto work * If you refuse, 
you will go without bread and will stand in the middle of the 
street, crying out "Spare something for an ex-soldier! or die of 
starvation altogether And so work begins, you hear a squeaking, 
creaking and clanking, there is a turmoil The job is an 
urgent one that brooks no delay Finally the machine is set 
going There seems to be less creaking and fewer strident sounds, 
the parts seem to work, all you hear is the din of something 


* Note that, reader When a Narodmk says that here in Russia, 
“the middle class order people to go to work ‘that is thetruth But 
should a Marxist say that the capitalist mode of production prevails 
in Russia—then Mr V V will set up a howl about his trying to 
“replace the democratic (sici!) system by the capitalist " 


THE ECONOMIC CONTENT OF NARODISM 347 


clumsy But that makes it all the more fearsome because the 
lanks bend more and more, screws get loose and, look|—before you 
ow where you are the whole thing may fall to pieces " 


This passage 1s particularly typical 1n that ıt contains ın 
graphic, laconic, and elegant form the line of argument 
which the Russian Narodniks like to clothe 1n scientific dress 
Starting out from facts which are indisputable, which are 
beyond all doubt, and which prove the existence of con- 
tradictions under the capitalist system, the existence of 
oppression, starvation, unemployment, etc, they exert 
every effort to prove that capitalism 18 an exceedingly bad 
thing, 1s “clumsy” [cf V V , Kablukov (The Workers in 
Agriculture), and partly Mr Nikola: —on], and “look, 
before you know where you are 1t may fall to pieces ” 

We are looking, we have been looking for many, many 
years, and see that this force, which orders the Russian people 
to go to work, keeps growing stronger and bigger, boasts 
to the whole of Europe about the might of the Russia 
it1s creating, and 1s glad, of course, that “voices are heard” 
only about the need to hope that “the screws will get loose ” 


“Weak people are terror-stricken ‘All the better,” say reckless 
people ‘All the better,’ say the bourgeoisie — the sooner we order 
new machinery from abroad, the sooner we prepare platforms, planks 
and other rough parts from our own material the sooner we shall 

skilled engineers In the meantime, the moral aspect of society 
is in a very bad way Some people acquire a taste for the new ac- 
tivity and make frantic efforts, some lag bebind and become 
disillusioned with hfe” 


Poor Russian bourgeoisie! They make “frantic” 
efforts to appropriate surplus-value! and feel ın a bad way 
1n the moral sense! (Don't forget that a page earlier all this 
morality amounted to digestive processes and corruption ) 
It 1s clear that here there 18 no need for a struggle—and for 
a class struggle at that—against them, all that 1s needed 
18 to chide them properly, and they will stop overdoing it, 


“In the meantime practically nobody thinks of the people, yet, accord- 
ing to the rules of the bourgeoisie, everything 1s done for the people, 
on their account, yet all promincat public and literary people consid- 
er it their duty to hold forth on the people s welfare This coquettish 
liberalism has crushed all other trends and become predominant lo 
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our democratic age not only does Mr Suvorin poney ‘confess his 
love for the people and say I have always had but one love, and 1 
shall have it till I die—that love 1s the people 1 myself came from the 

eople (which in itself does not prove anything at all),even Moskovskiye 
Vedomost'® seems to have quite a different attitudetothem and in its 
own way, of course, concerns itself with their well bong At the present 
time there is not one single paper like the late Vest, 1e , openly un- 
friendly tothe people But the obviously unfriendly attitude was better 
because the enemy was then plainly visible as on the palm of your 
hand you could see in what way he was a fool, and in what way he 
was a knave Now all are friends and at the same time enemies 
everything 1s mixed up in a general chaos The eople as Uspensky 
says are, in fact Pace pee in a sort of fog in which tbe inexperienced 
person may go astray Formerly they saw themselves faced with just 
outspoken lawlessness Now they are told that they are as free as 
the landlord they are told that the manage their own affairs, they 
are told that they are being raised from insignificance and betng 
put on their feet, whereas running turough all these manifestations 
of concern there is a thin but tenacious thread of endless deceit 
and hypocrisy 


There's no gainsaying that! 


“At that time far from everybody was engaged in organising loan 
and savings societies that encouraged the kulaks and left the gen- 
uinely poor without credita * 


At first one might have thought that the author under- 
stood the bourgeois character of credit and so was bound 
to give a wide berth to all such bourgeois measures But 
the distinctive and basic feature of the petty bourgeois 
18 to battle against bourgeoisdom with the instruments of 
bourgeois society itself That 1s why the author, like the 
Narodniks in general, corrects bourgeois activity by demand- 
ing more extensive credits, credits for the genuinely poor! 


they did not talk of the need for Intensive farming, which is 
hindered by the redistribution of fields and by the village community 
(?), they did not dwell on the burden of the poli tax and did not propose 
an income tax pea a Silent about indirect taxation and the fact that 
income tax ıs usually turned in Practice into a tax on the very same 
poor people, they did not speak of the need for credits with which 
the peasants could purchase land from the landlords at abnormally high 
prices etc The same 1s the case in society there, too the people 
ave such a multitude of friends that you can only marvel Very 
hkely the pawnbrokers and tapsters will soon start talking about 
love for the people " 
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This protest against bourgeoisdom 1s superb, but the 
conclusions are paltry the bourgeoisie reign supreme both 
in everyday life and in society One would have thought 
that the thing to do 1s to turn away from society and go to 
the antipode of the bourgeoisie 

No, the thing to do 18 to propagate credits for the "genu- 
inely poor"! 


“It is difficult to decide who is more to blame for such a confused 
state of affairs—literature or society—and it is moreover, quite 
useless They say that a fish starts rotting at the head, but [ attach 
no significance to this purely culinary observation ” 


Bourgeois society 18 rotting—that, then, 18 the author's 
idea It 18 worth emphasising that this 1s the starting- 
point of the Marxists 


“Yet while we are flirting with the countryside and making eyes 
at it, the wheel of history 1s turning, spontaneous forces are at work, 
or to speak more clearly and simply, all sorts of tricksters are insinuat- 
ing themselves into life and remaking tt after their own fashion 
While literature argues about the countryside, about the kind heart- 
edness of the muzhik and his lack of knowledge, while the pub- 
licists exhaust bucketfuls of ink on the village community and the 
forms of land tenure, while the tax commission continues its discus- 
sion on tax reform, the countryside will be utterly ruined * 


There you have ıt! "While we are talking, the wheel of 
history 1s turning, spontaneous forces are at work" 

What a howl, my friends, you would raise, were 1t I that 
spoke thus! '** 

When Marxists speak of the “wheel of history and spon- 
taneous forces," and explain specifically that the "spontan- 
eous forces" are the forces of the rising bourgeoisie, Messrs 
the Narodniks prefer to say nothing about whether or not 
the growth of these "spontaneous forces" 1s true and whether 
this fact has been nghtly estimated, and they blather 1n- 
terminable asininities about those who dare to speak of 
“the wheel of history” and “spontaneous forces,” calling 
them “mystics and metaphysicians ” 

The difference—and a very substantial one—between 
the above-cited admission of the Narodmk and the ordinary 
proposition of the Marxists 1s only this—for the Narodnik 
these “spontaneous forces” boil down to “tricksters” who 
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“insinuate themselves into lıfe,” whereas for the Marxist 
the spontaneous forces are embodied 1n the bourgeois class, 
which ıs a product and expression of social “hfe,” which in 
ibs turn constitutes the capitalist social formation, and 
do not “insinuate themselves into hfe” by accident or from 
somewhere outside The Narodnik, who keeps to the surface 
of credits, taxes, forms of land tenure, redistribution, 1m- 
provements, and so forth, cannot see that the bourgeoisie 
are deeply rooted 1n Russia's production relations and for 
that reason soothes himself with childish illusions about 
their being no more than "tricksters " And, naturally, from 
this point of view 1t really will be absolutely 1ncomprehen- 
sible where the class struggle comes 1n, when 1t 1s all a mat- 
ter of merely eliminating "tricksters " Naturally, Messrs 
the Narodniks answer the Marxists' emphatic and repeated 
references to this struggle with the totally 1ncomprehending 
silence of one who sees only the “trickster” and not the class 

A class can only be fought by another class, and only by 
one that 1s already totally “differentiated” from its enemy, 
totally opposite to it, whereas the police alone, and in 
an extreme case "society" and the "state," are, of course, 
enough to fight the “tricksters " 

We shall soon see, however, what these "tricksters" are 
hke from the description given by the Narodmk himself, 
how deeply rooted they are and how universal their social 
functions 

Then, immediately after the above-quoted words about 
“passive frends of the people,” the author continues 


“This is something worse than armed neutrality in politics, worse 
because in this case active aid is always rendered to the strongest 
However sincere a passive friend may be tn his sentiments, however 
modest and unobtrusive a position he may try to assume in everyday 
life he will nevertheless injure his friends ” 

*For individuals of greater or lesser integrity and who sincerely 
love the people,* such a state of affairs finally becomes intolerably 


* How vague are the features which here distinguish the "passive 
friends ! Among them, to be sure, there are also people of “integrity” 
who undoubtedly “love the people sincerely ” From the previous 
comparison it obviously follows that we should contrast to the 
passive friend the one who participates in the struggle of “mutually 


opposite social forces Hier hi der Hund begraben (Thats the 
skeleton in the cupboard —Ed dn j wen 


THE ECONOMIC CONTENT OF NARODISM 851 


repugnant They become ashamed and disgusted to hear this whole- 
sale and sugary confession of love that is repeated from year to year, 
repeated deny in offices, fashionable salons, and in restaurants 
over bottles of Clicquot, and 1s never translated into action That is 
why they finally come to the sweeping denial of all this hotchpotch " 


This description of the attitude of the former Russian 
Narodniks to the liberals would fit the attitude of the Marx- 
ists to the present-day Narodmks almost completely The 
Marxists, too, now find 1t “intolerable” to listen to talk of 
aid for the “people” 1n the shape of credits, land purchases, 
technical amprovements, artels, common tillage,* etc They 
also demand a “sweeping denial" of all this liberal-Narod- 
mk hotchpotch from individuals desirous of siding not 
with the “people,” no, but with him whom the bourgeoi- 
sie order to go to work They find ıt “intolerable” hypocrisy 
to talk of choosing paths for Russia, of misfortunes from 
“threatening” capitalism, of the “needs of people's indus- 
try,” when 1n all spheres of this people's industry we see the 
reign of capital, asmouldering battle of interests, that one 
must not hide but expose—one must not dream that “it 
would be better without struggle,"** but must develop the 
stability, continuity, consistency, and, chiefly, ideological 
nature of that struggle 


“That is why certain civic canons finally appear, certain categori- 
cal demands for decency, demands that are strict and on occasion 
even narrow, and for this reason are particularly dishked by 
liberals in the grand style who love wide shady spaces and forget 
that the demands have a logical origin " 


Superb wish! There 1s an undoubted need for demands 
that are "strict" and "narrow " 

The trouble, however, 1s that all the superb intentions 
of the Narodmks have remained in the realm of “pious 
wishes " Despite the fact that they have recognised the need 
for such demands, despite the fact that they have had quite 
enough time to give effect to them, they have not yet drawn 


* G Yazhakov in Russkoye Bogatstvo issue No 7, 1894 

** Mr Krivenkos expression (Russkoye Bogatstvo, 1894, No 10) 
2 reply to Mr Struves phrase about “the stern struggle of social 
classes " 
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them up, they have steadily merged with Russian liberal 
society by a whole series of gradual transitions, and continue 
to do so to this day * 

Therefore, they have only themselves to blame if the Marx- 
ists now put forward demands against them that are really 
very “strict” and "narrow," demands for ezclusive service 
to one class ezclusiwely (the class that 1s “differentiated from 
lite’), to its independent development and thinking, demands 
that they should make a complete break with the ‘civic 
decency” of the “decent” bourgeois of Russia 

“However narrow these canons may be on particular points at 
any rate one cannot say anything against the following general de- 
mand one of two things either be real friends or turn into open 
enemies! 

“We are now passing through an exceedingly important histor- 
ical process, namely thatof the formation of a third estate The 
selection of representatives 1s going on before our eyes, and the or- 
ganisation of the new social force that ıs preparing to govern life 
1s taking place ” 


Only just "preparing"? But who does "govern"? What 
other "social force"? 

Surely not the one that was expressed 1n newspapers of 
the Vest type? That 1s 1mpossible We are not 1n 1894, but 
in 1879, on the eve of “the dictatorship of the heart","'* 
the time when, to use the expression of the author of the 
article, “extreme conservatives have fingers pointed at 
them 1n the street," and are "loudly laughed at " 

Surely not the people,” not the working population? A neg- 
ative reply is provided by the whole of the author's article 

Can they still say after that "preparing to govern"?! No, 
that force‘ finshed preparing” ages ago and has been "govern- 
ing" tor ages, ıt 1s only the Narodniks who "are prepanng" 


* Certain nalve Narodniks who in their simplicity do not under- 
NES Lhat their words are directed against themselves, even boast 
o 18 

“Our intelligentsia ın general, and literature in particular " writes 
Mr V V against Mr Struve “even the representatives of the most 
bourgeois trends, bear, so to speak, a Narodnik character” (Nedelya, 
1894 No 47 p 1506) 

Just as in everyday life the small producer merges with the bour- 
geoisie by a series of imperceptible transitions so in literature the 
pious wishes of the Narodniks become a liberal passport” for the 
receplacles of digestive processes, skimmers,'* etc 
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to select the best paths to be followed by Russia, and they 
will, presumably, spend their time getting ready until the 
consistent development of class contradictions sweeps aside, 
jettisons all those who fight shy of them 


“This process which began in Europe much earlier than ours did 
has come to an end* in many countries in others it is stil} being 
held up by the debris of feudalism and by the resistance of the working 
classes but the wheel of history is there, too year by year breaking 
up these debris to an ever greater extent and paving the way for 
the new order " 


That 1s the extent to which our Narodniks misunderstand 
the West-European labour movement! It ‘holds up” capital- 
ism, you see—and, as “debris,” it 18 placed on a par with 
feudalism! 

This 1s clear proof that in respect of not only Russia, but 
also of the West, our Narodniks are incapable of under- 
standing how one can fight capitalism by speeding up its 
development, and not by “holding 1t up,” not by pulling it 
back, but by pushing it forward, not 1n reactionary, but 1n 
progressive fashion 


“In its general features this process consists of the following 
between the nobility and the people a new social stratum is bei 
formed of elements that descend from above and of elements tha 
rise from below who as it were are of equal relative weight 1f one 
may so express oneself, these elements are welding themselves closely 
together, are joining forces undergoing a profound inner change 
and beginning to change both the upper and the lower strata adapting 
them to their requirements This process 1s extremely interesting in 
itself but for us it 1s of particularly great significance For us a whole 
series of questions arise does the rule of the third estate constitute 
a fatal and inevitable stage ın the civilisation of each people? ” 


What sort of rubbish 1s this?! Where does “fatal inevita- 
bility” come from, and what has it to do with the matter? 
Did not the author himself describe, and will he not 1n still 


* What s the meaning of “has come to an end"? Does it mean 
that its end is visible, that a "new force” 1s assembling already? 
In that case it 1s coming to an end in Russia, too Or that there 
the third estate is no longer growing?—that 18 wrong because there, 
too, small producers still exist from whom come handfuls of bour- 
geoisie and masses of proletarians. 
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greater detail describe, the domination of the third estate 
in our country, 1n holy Russia, in the seventies? 

The author apparently accepts the theoretical arguments 
behind which the representatives of our bourgeoisie have 
hidden themselves 

Now, what else 1$ 1t but dreamy superficiality to accept 
such inventions at their face value? Not to understand 
that behind these "theoretical" arguments stand interests, the 
interests of the society that has now been so rightly assessed, 
the interests of the bourgeoisie? 

Only a romantic can think that interests are to be combated 
by syllogisms 

* cannot the state pass directly from one stage to another without 
any of the somersaults that our over-prudent philistines see at 
every iva and without paying heed to the fatalists who see 1n his- 
tory just fatal order, a consequence of which 1s that the domination 
el e Mu estate is as inevitable to the state as old age or youth 

man 


That's the kind of profound understanding the Narod- 
niks have of our reality! If the state assists the development 
of capitalism 1t 1s not at all because the bourgeoisie possess 
material force enabling them to "send" the people “to work" 
and bend policy in their own will Nothing of the sort! 
It ıs simply that the Vernadskys, the Chicherins, the Mende- 
leyevs and other professers hold wrong theories about a “fa- 
tal” order, and the state "takes heed” of them 


cannot, finally, the negative aspects of the advancing order be 
softened, somehow altered or the period of its domination shortened? 
Is the state really something so inert, involuntary and helpless that 
it cannot influence its iu destiny and change it, ıs ıt really some- 
thing like a spinning top released by providence that moves only 
along a definite road only for a certain time and performs a 
certain number of revolutions or like an organism of very limited 
will-power, 1s it really directed by something resembling a huge 
iron wheel which crushes every audacious person who dares to seek 
the nearest roads to human happiness?! 


This is a highly typical passage that shows with 
particular clarity the reactionary, petty-bourgeots char- 
acter of the way ın which the direct producers’ inter- 
ests have been and are being represented by the Russian 
Naroduiks Being hostile to capitalism, the small producers 
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constitute a transitory class that isclosely connected with 
the bourgeoisie and for that reason 1s incapable of under- 
standing that the large-scale capitalism 1t dis!1kes 1s not tor- 
tuitous, but 1s a direct product of the entire contemporary 
economic (and social, and political, and jundical) system 
arising out of the struggle of mutually opposite social 
forces Only inabihty to understand this can lead to such 
absolute stupidity as that of appealing to the “state” as though 
the political system is not rooted in the economic, does 
not express ıt, does not serve it 

Is the state really something inert? the small producer 
asks 1n despair, when he sees that as regards his interests 
it really 18 remarkably inert 

No, we might answer him, the state can on no account be 
something inert, ıt always acts and acts very energetically, 
1t 18 always active and never passive—and the author himself 
a page earher described this vigorous activity, 1ts bourgeois 
character, its natural fruits The only bad thing 18 that he 
refuses to see the connection between the character it has 
and the capitalist organisation of the Russian social econo- 
my, and that he 1s, therefore, so superficial 

Is the state really a top, 1s ıt really an iron wheel? asks 
the Kleinburger, when he sees that the "wheel" turns in 
a direction quite different from what he would hke 

Oh no, we might answer him—it ıs not a top, nor a wheel, 
nor the law of fate, nor the will of providence it 1s moved 
by “living individuals," "through a lane of obstacles"* 
(such, for example, as the resistance of the direct producers, 
or the representatives of the stratum of the old nobihty), 
by precisely those “living individuals" who belong to the 
preponderant social force And so, in order to compel the 
wheel of history to turn in the other direction, one must 
appeal to “hving individuals" against “living individuals” 
(1e, against social elements who do not belong to the 
liberal professions, but who directly reflect vital economic 


* Mr N Mikhailovsky, in Mr Struve’s book, p 8 “The living 
individual with all his thoughts and feelings becomes a history, 
maker at his own risk He and not some mystic force sets aims 1n 
history and pushes events towards them through a lane of obstacles 

laced before him by the spontaneous forces of nature and of bustos- 
cal conditions * 


356 V 1 LENIN 


interests), appeal to a class against a class For this, good 
and pious wishes about “nearest roads” are highly inadequate, 
this requires a “redistribution of the social force among the 
classes,” this requires that one becomes the 1deologist not of 
the direct producer who stands apart from the struggle, but 
of the one who stands 1n the midst of heated struggle, who 
has already become totally “differentiated from hte” 
of bourgeois society This 18 the only, and hence the nearest 
“road to human happiness,” a road along which one can 
not only soften the negative aspects of the existing state 
of things, not only cut its existence short by speeding up 
its development, but put an end to 1t altogether, by compel- 
ling the "wheel" (not of state, but of social forces) to 
turn 1n quite another direction 

“ We are interested only in the process of organising the third 
estate in individuals, even, who ometre from the midst of the people 
and take their places in its ranks "hese are very important indi- 
viduals they fulfil exceedingly important social functions and the 
degree of the intensity of bourgeois order is directly dependent on 
them No country where this order was installed could manage without 
them If a country bas none or insufficient of them they have to be 
obtained from the ranks of the people, conditions have to be created 
in the life ofthe people to he'p them cmerge and take shape, 
and then they bave to be protected and assisted to grow until they 
get on their feet Here we meet with direct interference in histori- 
cal destiny by the most energetic individuals who take advantage 
of circumstances and of the moment to serve their own interests 
These circumstances consist mainly of the need for industrial prog 
ress ve replacement of handicraft production by manufacture and 
manufacture by factory production the replacement of one system 
of farming by another a more rational one) without which a country 
really cannot manage if it has a population of a certain density, 
if it maintains international relations and if there 1s political and 
moral dissension conditioned both by economic factors and the 
growth of ideas. it is these changes, urgent in political life that 
shrewd people usually connect with themselves and with a certain 
order this order could undoubtedly be replaced and always can be 


replaced, by anothcr, if other people are wiser and more energetic 
than they have been hitherto " 


So then, the author cannot but admit that the bourgeon- 
sie perlorm "important social functions"—1lunctions that 
can be generally expressed as the subordination to them- 
selves of the people's labour, the direction of it and the 
raising of its productivity The author cannot but see that 
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economic “progress” 1s really “bound up” with these elements, 
16, that our bourgeoisie really are the vehicle of eco- 
nomic, or more exactly, technical progress 

Here, however, begins a radical distinction between the 
ideologist of the small producer and the Marxist The Narod- 
mk explains this fact (the connection between the bourgeoisie 
and progress) by asserting that "sbrewd people" "take advan- 
tage of circumstances and of the moment to serve their own 
interests"—1in other words, he considers this accidental 
and for that reason draws the following naively bold con- 
clusion “undoubtedly these people can always (!) be re- 
Me by others" who will also provide progress, but not 
ourgeois progress 

The Marxist explains this fact by those social relations 
of people 1n the production of material values that take form 
1n commodity economy, that convert labour into a commod- 
ity, subordinate ıt to capital and raise 1ts productivity 
He does not regard 1t as an accident, but a necessary product 
of the capitalist system of our social economy He therefore 
sees a way out not 1n fairy-tales about what "undoubtedly 
can" be done by individuals who replace the bourgeois 
(the latter, bear 1n mind, have still to be "replaced"— and 
mere words or appeals to society and the state are not enough), 
but 1n the development of the class contradictions of the 
present economic order 

Everybody understands that these two explanations are 
diametrically opposed to each other, that from them follow 
two mutually exclusive systems of action The Narodmk, 
who considers the bourgeoisie an accident, sees no connection 
between them and the state, and with the credulity of a 
"simple-minded muzhik" appeals for aid precisely to the one 
who guards bourgeois interests His activity boils down to 
the modest, and precise, official liberal activity that 18 on a 
par with philanthropy, for 1t does not seriously affect the 
"interests" and holds no terror for them at all The Marxist 
turns his back on this hotchpotch, and says that there can 
be no other “guarantees for the future” than the “stern strug- 
gle of economic classes ” 

It 18 also understandable that if these differences 1n sys- 
tems of action follow directly and inevitably from differ- 
ences 1n explaining the fact of the domination of our bour- 
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geoisie, the Marxist, when conducting a theoretical dis- 
pute, confines himself to proving the necessity and inevita- 
bility (under the given organisation of social economy) 
of this bourgeoisie (that was the case with Mr Struve's 
book), and that if the Narodnik, avoiding the issue of these 
different methods of explanation, engages 1n talk about He- 
geliamsm and about “cruelty towards the individual,"* 
this 18 merely a clear indication of his impotence 


“The history of the third estate in Western Europe is an exceeding- 
ly long one We of course,shall not repeat all this history despite 
the teaching of the fatalists, nor will the enlightened representatives 
of our third eslate proceed, of course, to utilise the same means for 
achieving their aims as were resorted to previously, and will only 
take from them those that are most suitable and correspond to the 
conditions of place and time To deprive the peasantry of the land 
and create a factory proletariat they will not, of course resort to 
crude military force or the no less crude clearing of estates ’ 


“Wall not resort" ?!! Only among the theoreticians of 
sugary optimism can one meet such deliberate forgetful- 
ness of past and present facts that have already said their 
"aye"—and  rose-spectacled trustfulness that the future 
will, of course, yield “no ” Of course that 1s false 


but they will resort to the abolition of communal landowner- 
ship, to the creation of capitalist farmers a numerically small class of 
wealthy peasants,** and will, 1n general resort to means that allow 
the economically weak to perish of himself They will not now start 
setting up guilds but will organise credit, raw-material, consumers’ 
and producers’ associations which, with their promise of general bap- 
piness, will only help the strong to become still stronger, and the 
weak to become still weaker They will not bother about the patrimo- 
nial court, but will bother about legislation to encourage assiduity, 
sobriety and education, which will be pursued only by the young 
bourgeoisie, since the masses will continue as hitherto to get drunk, 
will be ignorant and will work for others ” 


How well described are all these credit, raw-material, 
and miscellaneous other associations, all these measures 
for encouraging assiduity, sobriety and education, towards 


* Mr Mikhailovsky in Russkoye Bogatstvo No 10, 1894 
** That ts being superbly put into effect even without the aboli- 
tion of the village community. which does not ın the least eliminate 
the split among the peasantry—as has been established by Zemstvo 
stalistics 
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which such a touching attitude 1s displayed by our contem- 
porary liberal-Narodmk press, including the Russkoye 
Bogatstvo All that remains for the Marxist 18 to emphasise 
what has been said, to agree fully that ail this 1s mere rep- 
resentation of the third estate, and, consequently, those 
who show tender concern for ıt are nothing more than little 
bourgeois people 

This quotation 1s a sufficient answer to the present-day 
Narodmks, who draw the conclusion from the contemptuous 
attitude of the Marxists to such measures that they want to 
be mere "spectators" and do nothing True enough, they will 
never set their hands to bourgeois activity, as far as thatis 
concerned they will always be "spectators " 


*The role of this class (these offspring of the people—the petty 
bourgeoisie), which forms the outposts, the sharpshooters and van- 
guar of the bourgeois army, has been, unfortunately, of very httle 
nterest to historians and economists, whereas its role, we repeat, 
is an exceedingly important one When the destruction of the village 
community and the alienation of the peasants’ land took place, 
it was not done by the lords and knights alone, but by their own 
folks, ie, again by offspring of the people, offspring endowed with 
ractical shrewdness and a flexible spine, who had been awarded by 
he lord s grace, who had fished some capital out of troubled waters 
or had acquired it by plunder, individuals to whom the upper estates 
and the legislature stretched out their hands They were called the 
most industrious, capable and sober elements of the people ” 


This observation 1s a very true one as far as the facts 
go Really, the alienation of the peasants’ land was 
done mainly by "their own folks," by the petty bourgeois 
But the Narodnik understands this fact unsatisfactorily 
He does not distinguish two antagonistic classes, the feudal 
lords and the bourgeoisie, the representatives of the “old- 
nobility” and of the “new middle-class” systems, does not 
distinguish between different systems of economic organ- 
isation, does not see the progressive significance of the 
second class as compared with the first That 1s the first 
point Secondly, he attributes the nse of the bourgeoisie 
to plunder, to shrewdness, servility, ete , whereas small- 
scale farming based on commodity production makes a 
petty bourgeois of the most sober, hard-working peasant, 
he accumulates "savings" and by virtue of environmental 
relations they turn into capital Read about this ın the de- 
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scriptions of handicraft industries and peasant farming, 
1n the works of our Narodmk men of letters 


“ They are not the sharpshooters and vanguard even they arethe 
main bourgeois army, the lower ranks, formed into units under the 
command of staff and senior officers commanders of separate units and 
the General Staff made up of publicists, speakers and scientists * 
Without this army the bourgeoisie could have done nothing Could 
the Enghsh landlords who number less than 30 000, have been ableto 
govern the hungry mass oftens of millions without the capitalist farm- 
ers?! The farmer isa real fighting man in the political sense and a 
little expropriating nucleus in the economic sense In the factories 
the role of the farmers 1s fulfilled by the foremen and assistant foremen, 
who get a very good wage not only for more skilled work but for keep- 
{ng a watch onthe workers for being the last to leave the bench 

for preventing the workers from putting forward demands for wage in- 
creases or for reduction of working hours and for enabling the employ- 
ers to say as they point at them See how much we pay those who 
work and are of benefit to us, by the shopkeepers, who maintain 
the closest relations with the employers and factory managements, 
by the office staff all sorts of supervisors and suchlike small fry, 
in whose veins workers blood still flows, but over whose minds 
capital bas already taken complete control” (Quite true! K T | “Of 
course the things we see in Britain are also to be seen in France, 
M and other countries "[Quite true! And in Russia. too K T] 
“The only difference insomecases is ın details and even those in greater 
part remain unchanged The French bourgeoisie who at the end 
of last century triumphed over the nobility, or to put it better who 
took advantage of the peoples victory, produced from among the 
people a petty bourgeoisie that helped to fleece the people 

and themselves fleeced the people and delivered them into the 
hands of adventurers At a time when in literature hymns 
were being sung to the French people, when their greatness magna- 
nimity and love of liberty were being lauded to the skies, when all 
this adulation was enveloping France in a cloud the bourgeois cat 
was eating the chicken, disposing of it almost entirely and leavin 

only the bones for the people The much vaunted peoples land 
tenure turned out to be microscopic, measured in metres and often 
incapable even of covering taxation expenditure ” 


Let us pause here 
Firstly, we would hke to ask the Narodmk who ın our 
country “took advantage of the victory over serfdom,” over 


* And administrators and the bureaucracy, it should be added 
Otherwise the reference to the composition of the “Genera! Staff will 
suffer from an impossible incompleteness—impossible in the con- 
ditions peculiar to Russia 
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the “old-nobility stratum"? Not the bourgeoisie, of course? 
What was going on 1n our country among the "people" when 
“hymns,” now quoted by the author, “were being sung in lite 
erature" about the people, love for the people, magnanimity, 
community peculiarities and qualities, the “social mutual 
adaptation and joint activity” within the village community, 
about Russia being a single artel, and the community being 
“all that 1s 1n the minds and actions of village folk," etc , 
etc , etc , hymns that continue to be sung to this day (though 
in a minor key) in the columns of the hberal-Narodmk 
press? The land, of course, was not taken from the peasant- 
ry, the bourgeois cat, of course, did not make a hearty meal 
of the chicken, did not dispose of ıt almost entirely, "the 
much vaunted people's land tenure" did not "turn out to 
be microscopic," 1t contained no excess of expenditure over 
1ncome?* No, only *mystics and metaphysicians" are capable 
of asserting that, of considering ıt to be a fact, of making 
that fact the starting-point of their opinions about our 
affairs, of their activity, which 13 aimed not at seeking for 
“different paths for the fatherland,” but at working along 
the present, now quite established, capitalist path 
Secondly It 1s interesting to compare the author’s method 
and the method of the Marxists One can far better understand 
wherein they differ on the basis of specific judgements than 
by way of abstract thinking Why does the author say of 
the French “bourgeoisie” that ıt triumphed at the end of 
last century over the nobility? Why 18 activity that consist- 
ed chiefly and almost exclusively of the activity of the 1ntel- 
ligenteia, called bourgeois? And then, was it not the govern- 
ment that acted, depriving the peasantry of the land, and 1m- 
posing heavy payments, etc ? Finally, these personalities 
surely spoke of their love for the people, of equality and 
universal happiness, as the Russian liberals and Narod- 
niks did and are doing now? Under these circumstances can 
one see just the “bourgeoisie” 1n all this? Is not this view a 
"narrow" one, reducing political and ideological movements 
to Plusmachere1?** Just note, these are the same questions 


* And not only “often,” as in France, but as a general rule the 
excess running not only into tens, but into hundreds per cent 
** Profit-hunting —Ed 
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as those with which the Russian Marxists are flooded when 
they say identical things about our peasant Reform (seeing 
it as differing merely ın "details"), about post-Reform Russia 
1n general I speak here, I repeat, not of the factual correct- 
ness of our view, but of the method used 1n the given case by 
the Narodnik He takes as his eriterion the results (‘it 
turned out” that the people’s land tenure was microscopic, 
the cat “was eating” and “ate up” the chicken), and what is 
more—exclusively economic results 

The question arises why does he apply this method only 
to France, and refuse to employ 1t for Russia, too? Surely, 
the method should be universal If 1n France you seek for 
interests behind the activity of the government and the 
intelligentsia, why do you not seek them ın holy Russia? 
If there your criterion raises the question of what the charac- 
ter of people’s land tenure “turned out” to be, why 18 what 
it “may” turn out to be made the criterion here? If there, 
phrases about the people and its magnanimity, while the 
“chicken was being eaten,” fill you with legitimate disgust, 
why do you not here turn your backs, as you would on bour- 
geois philosophers, on those who, while the “eating” un- 
doubtedly exists and 13 recogmsed by you, can talk of “so- 
cial mutual adaptation,” the “community spirit of the peo- 
ple," the “needs of people's industry” and suchlike things? 

There 1s only one answer It 1s because you are an 1deolo- 
gist of the petty bourgeoisie, because your ideas, 1 e , Na- 
rodnik ideas in general, and not the ideas of Tom, Dick, 
and Harry—are the result of their reflecting the interests 
and the viewpoint of the small producer, and not at al] the 
result of "pure"* thought 


"But particularly instructive for us in this respect is Germany, 
which was late, as we were, with her bourgeois reform and for that 
reason made use of the experience of other nations in the negative 
and not the positive sense of course " The composition of the peasant- 
ry in Germany—says the author, paraphrasing Vasilchikov— was 
heterogeneous the peasants were divided up according to their rights 
and the land they held, 1e , the size of their allotments The entire 
process led to the formation of a “peasant aristocracy " an “estate 
of small landowners not, of noble origin " to the transformation of the 


* Mr V V's expressron See Our Trends, and also Nedelya, 
Nos 47 49, 1894 
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mass from “householders to unskilled labourers " “Finally the finishing 
touch was given, and all legal roads to an improvement of the workers 
conditions were cut off by the semi aristocratic, semi-middle class 
constitution of 1849, which gave the vote only to the nobility and 
the wealthy middle class " 


An original way of arguing The constitution “cut off" 
legal roads?! This again 1s a reflection of the good old theory 
of the Russian Narodniks, according to which the "intelli- 
gentsia” were invited to sacnfice “freedom,” since, we 
are told, 1t would be of service to them alone, while the 
people would be surrendered to the “wealthy middle class ” 
We are not going to argue against this stupid and reaction- 
ary theory, because it has been rejected by the contem- 
porary Narodniks in general and our immediate opponents, 
Messrs the publicists of Russkoye Bogatstvo, ın particular 
We must, however, note that by rejecting this idea, by taking 
a step towards openly recognising Russia's eristing paths 
instead of palavering about the possibility of different paths, 
these Narodniks reveal their petty-bourgeois nature once 
and for all, their insistence on paltry, middle-class re- 
forms, ansing out of their absolute inability to understand 
the class struggle, places them on the side of the liberals 
against those who take the side of the “antipode,” seeing 
in it the only creator, so to speak, of the good things in 
question 


*[n Germany, too, there were many people at that time who only 
waxed enthusiastic over the emancipation, and did so for ten, twenty, 
thirty years and more, people who considered all scepticism, all dis- 
satisfaction with the Reform playing into the handsof reaction and 
cursed the sceptics and the grumblers The simple-minded among 
them P the people as a horse that had been set at liberty 
and could be put back into the stable again and could go once more 
into the mail-coach (something by no means always possible) But 
there were also knaves who flattered the people and who pursuing 
another line on the quiet, tacked themselves on to these simple- 
tons who were full of sincere love of the people, and could be 
tricked and exploited Oh, those sincere simpletons! When civic 
struggle begins by no means everybody is ready for it and by no 
means everybody has an aptitude for it” 


Splendid words that give a good summary of the best 
traditions of the old Russian Narodism and that we can uti- 
lise to characterise the attitude of the Russian Marxists to 
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contemporary Russian Narodism To make such use of 
them not much has to be changed—so tdenttcal 1s the 
process of capitalist development 1n both countries so 
identical are the socia] and political ideas reflecting this 
process 

In our country, too, “progressive” literature 18 governed 
and guided by individuals who talk of "fundamental differ- 
euces between our peasant Reform and that of the West," 
about the “sanction of people's (sic!) production,” about the 
great “allotment of land" (land redemption 1s called that!!), 
etc , and who therefore await the dispensation by their su- 
periors of a miracle called the “socialisation of labour," 
wait for "ten, twenty, thirty years and more," while the cat— 
of which we have spoken earlier—eats the chicken, look- 
ing with the tenderness of a sated and satisfied animal at the 
“sincere simpletons” who talk of the need to choose another 
path for the fatherland, of the harm of "threatening" capi- 
talism, and of measures for assisting the people with credits, 
artels, common cultivation of the land and suchlike innocent 
patching “Oh, those sincere simpletons!” 


“And now we, too, and mainly our peasantry, are experiencing 
this process of the formation of a third estate Russia iS in this re- 
spect behind the whole of Europe, even behind its college companion, 
or to be more exact teacher-in-training ' Germany The towns were 
the main breeding ground and ferment of the third estate everywhere 
ın Europe In our country the opposite 13 the case —we have far fewer 
urban inhabitants “The chief cause of this difference 1s our people s 
system of land tenure, which keeps the population in the countryside 
The increase in the urban population in Europe is closely bound up 
with the separation. of the people from tte land and with factory 
industry which under capitalist conditions of production, requires 
cheap labour and a surplus of it The European peasantry, driven 
out of the villages, went to earn a living in the towns whereas our 
poraa keep to the land as long as they possibly can Land tenure 

y the people is the principal strategic int, the principal key 
to the peasant position a key whose significance is perfectly well 
understood by the leaders of the middle class, and that is why they 
direct all their art and all their energy against ıt This is the origin 
of all these attacks on the village community, this is the source of 
the great number of projects of different kinds about the alienation 
of the peasants’ land, for the sake of rational farming for the sake 
of industrial prosperity, for the sake of national progress and glory!» 


This shows clearly the superficiality of the Narodmk 
theory which, as a result of dreams about “different paths,” 
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quite wrongly assesses the real situation ıt sees the “prin- 
cipal point" in such jundical institutions, which play no 
fundamental role, as the forms of peasant land tenure (com- 
munity or household), 1t sees something peculiar 1n our 
small peasant economy, as though 1t 1s not the ordinary econ- 
omy of small producers, of the same kind—as to the type 
of their political and economic organisation—as_ the 
economy of the West-European handicraftsmen and peas- 
ants, but some "people's" (?!) system of land tenure Accord- 
ing to the terminology established ın our hberal and Na- 
rodnik press, the meaning of the word "people's" 1s one that 
rules out the exploitation of the one who works—so that 
by the defimtion he gives the author actually conceals the 
undoubted tact that 1n our peasant economy there 1s the very 
same appropriation of surplus-value, the very same work for 
others as prevail outside of the "community," and so opens 
the doors wide to sentimental and unctuous Pharisaism 


“Our present village community, land poor and weighed down 
by taxation, is not much of a guarantee The peasant had little land 
as it was but now asa result of the crowing population and declining 
fertility, has still less, and the burden of taxation is not lessening, 
but increasing, there are few industries, there are still fewer local 
employments, life in the countryside 1s becoming 80 difficult that 
the peasants of entire villages go far away in search of employment, 
leaving only their wives and children at home in this way entire 
uyezds become deserted Influenced by these hard conditions of 
life, on the one band, a special class of people eme from among 
the peasantry—the young bourgeoisie who try to buy land on the 
side, each on his own, try to engage in other occupations—trade, 
usury, the organisation of workers artels headed by themselves, to 
get allsorts of contracts and 1n similar petty business " 


It ıs worth dwelling 1n great detail on this passage 

We see here, firstly, the statement of certain facts that 
can be expressed in a couple of words the peasants are 
fleeing, secondly, an assessment of the facts (a negative 
one), and thirdly, an explanation of them from which there 
directly follows an entire programme, here not expounded, 
but well enough known (add land, reduce taxes, "raise" and 
"develop" peasant industries) 

It must be emphasised that from the viewpoint of the 
Marxist both the first and the second are wholly and un- 
doubtedly correct (except, as we shall see, that they are 
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expressed in an extremely unsatisfactory way) But the 
third* 18 absolutely useless 

Let me explain this The first 1s correct The fact is 
correct that our village community 1s no guarantee, 
that the peasantry are abandoning the village, leaving the 
land, he should have said are being expropriated, because 
they possessed (on a private property basis) certain means 
of production and are losing them (among them land by 
special nght, which, however, allowed land redeemed by the 
community to be also privately exploited) It 18 correct that 
handicraft industries “are dechning', 1e, the peasants 
here too are being expropriated, are losing their means and 
instruments of production, are giving up domestic weaving 
and are leaving to work on railway construction jobs or 
hiring themselves out as bricklayers, unskilled labourers, 
etc The means of production from which the peasants are 
freed pass into the hands of an insignificant minority, and 
serve ás a source of exploitation of labour-power—as cap- 
ital That 1s why the author 1s right when he says that 
the owners of these means of production become a “bour- 
geoisie,” 1@ , a class which under the capitalist organisation 
of social economy holds ın its hands the "people's" la- 
bour All these facts are correctly stated and truly assessed 
for their exploiting significance 

But from the descmption given the reader has, of course, 
seen that the Marxist explains these facts ın a totally dif- 
ferent way The Narodnik sees the causes of these things 
in that "there 1s httle land,” taxes are burdensome, and 
“earnings” are falling—1e, in peculiarities of policy— 
land, taxation, industrial—and not ın the peculiarities of 
the social organisation of production, an organisation from 
which the given policy inevitably follows 

There ıs httle land—argues the Narodnmik—and it 18 
becoming less (I do not even necessarily take the statement 
made by the author of the article, but the general prop- 
osition of the Narodmk doctnne) Quite correct, but 
why do you merely say that there is little land, and not 
add that there 1s little on sale Surely you are aware that 


* That 1s why the theoreticians of Marxism in combating Naro- 


dism lay the stress on explanation and understanding, on the objec- 
tive side 
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our peasants are redeeming their allotments from the land- 
lords Why, then, do you concentrate your attention mainly 
on what there 1s little of, and not on what 1s on sale? 

The very fact of sale, of redemption by purchase points 
to the domination of pnnciples (the acquisition of the means 
of production for money) which, 1n any case, leave the peas- 
ants without the means of production whether few or many of 
them are sold By ignoring this fact you ignore the capi- 
talist mode of production on which basis alone the sale be- 
came possible By ignoring this you take the side of that 
bourgeois society and turn into a plain political jobber who 
argues about whether much or little land should be on sale 
You do not see that the very fact of the redemption by 
purchase proves that “capital has already taken complete 
control” over the “minds” of those in whose interests the 
“great” Reform was carried through, who themselves accom- 
plished it, you do not see that it 1s the “capitalist moon” 
that casts the only hght existing for all this liberal- 
Narodnik “society” which bases itself on the system 
created by the Reform speechifying on how to make var- 
lous improvements in that system That 1s why the 
Narodnik so savagely attacks those who adhere consist- 
ently to a basis that 1s different in principle He raises a 
ery about their not being concerned about the people, about 
their wanting to take the land away from the peasants!! 

He, the Narodnik, 1s concerned about the people, he does 
not want the peasant to lose his land, he wants him to 
have more of ıt (sold to him) He 1s an honest shopkeeper 
True, he keeps silent about the fact that land 1s sold 
and not supplied gratis, but then, does anybody in the 
corner shops say that goods have to be paid for? As ıt 18, 
everybody knows it 

It 1s understandable that he hates the Marxists, who 
say that we must address ourselves exclusively to those who 
are already “differentiated” from this shopkeepers’ society, 
“excommunicated” from it, if one may use these highly 
characteristic petty-bourgeois expressions of the Messrs, 
Mikhailovskys and Yuzhakovs * 


* Apart from ignoring and failing to understand the capitalist 
character of land redemption, Messrs the Narodniks also modestly 
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Let us proceed “There are few industries"—such 18 
the Narodnik's viewpoint on handicraft industries And 
again he 1s silent on the way the industries are organised 
He complacently shuts his eyes to the fact that both the 
industries that are "declining" and those that "are develop- 
ing" are similarly organised on capitalist lines, labour being 
totally enslaved to the capital of buyers-up, merchants, 
etc , and confines himself to petty-bourgeois demands for 
progressive measures, improvements, artels, etc , as though 
such measures can 1n any way influence the fact of the 
domination of capital In the sphere of both agriculture 
and of manufacturing industry he accepts their existing 
organisation, and does not fight against the orgauisation 
itself, but against its. various imperfections As to taxes, 
here the Narodmk has refuted himself by bringing into 
sharp rehef the basic characteristic feature of Narodism— 
the capacity for compromise Earlier on he himself assert- 
ed that every tax (even income tax) would hit at the work- 
ers where a system of appropriating surplus-value exists— 
nevertheless, he does not in the least object to discussing 
with the members of liberal society whether taxes are large 
or small and to offering, with “civic decency,” the appro- 
priate advice to the Department of Taxes and Levies 

[n short, the cause—in the Marxist’s view—hes neither 
1n policy, nor in the state, norin “society,” but in the present 
system of Russia's economic organisation, the point 1s not 
that "shrewd people" or "tricksters" fish 1n troubled waters, 
but that the "people" constitute two opposite, mutually ex- 
clusive, classes “ın society all active forces add up to two 
equally operating, mutually opposite ones ” 


“People who are interested ın installing the bourgeois order, 
when they see the collapse of their projects,* do not stop at that 


avoid the fact that side by side with the peasants “land poverty” 
there are some very nice pieces of land in the possession of the repre- 
sentatives of the “old nobility” stratum 

* So then, the collapse of the project to abolish the village com- 
miny means victory over those who want to "installthe bourgeois 
orde 

Having concocted a petty bourgeois utopia about the “community,” 
the Narodnik goes so far in his dreams as to tgnore reality that he 
sees in the project against the community nothing less than the ın- 
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they hourly repeat to the peasantry that the blame for everything 
lies with the community collective responsibility tbe redistribution 
of the fields the whole system of the village community, which favour 
idlers and drunkards they organise loan and savings societies for the 
prosperous peasants and busy themselves about small land credits for 
plot holders, in the towns they arrange technical, handicraft and 
various other schools, entrance to which is again available only 
to the children of well to do folk whereas the mass are without schools, 
they help the rich peasants to improve their cattle by means of ex- 
hibitions, paz awards supplying pure bred sires on hire from de- 
pots etc All these petty efforts go to make up a considerable force 
that has a degenerating effect on the countryside and tucreasingly 
splits the peasantry into two 


The description of the ‘petty efforts” 1s a good one The 
author's 1dea that all these petty efforts (which Russkoye 
Bogatstvo and our entire liberal and Narodmk press now 
uphold so zealously) sigmfy, express and further the "new 
middle-class" stratum, the capitalist system, 1s quite a cor- 
rect one 

This 1s precisely the reason for the Marxists’ negative 
attitude to such efforts And the fact that these 'efforts" 
are undoubtedly the immediate desiderata of the small 
producers— proves, in their view, that their main thesis 18 
correct that the representative of the idea of labour 1s not to 
be seen ın the peasant, since he, being a petty bourgeois 
under the capitalist organisation of economy, takes, accord- 
ingly, the side of this system, adheres ın certain aspects 
of his hfe (and of his ideas) to the bourgeoisie 

It will be worth while to utilise this passage to stress 
the following The negative attitude of Marxists to “petty 


stalling of the bourgeois order whereas it is simply political Jobbery 
based on the already fully "installed bourgeois system 

To him the most forceful argument against the Marxist is the 
question that he asks with an air of final triumph just tell 
me, now, do you want to destroy the community or not yes or 
no? For bim the whole question is that of "installation" He 
absolutely refuses to understand that [rom the Marxist s viewpoint 
the “installation” 1s a long-established and irrevocable fact that 
will not be affected either by the destruction or the consolidation of 
the community—just as the domination of capital is the same in 
the community village and in a village consisting of individual 
peasant households 

The Narodnik tries to advance a profounder protest against "instal- 
lation" by an apology for the installation A drowning man clutches 
at a straw 


370 V I LENIN 


efforts” particularly evokes complaints from the Narodmk 
gentlemen By reminding them of their forefathers we show 
that there was a time when the Narodniks took a different 
view of this, when they were not so eager and zealous in 
ther compromises [although they did compromise even 
then, as the same article proves], when they—I will not 
say understood—but at least sensed the bourgeois character 
of all such efforts, and when the denial of them was con- 
demned as “pessimism towards the people” by only the 
most nalve of liberals 

The pleasant intercourse of the Narodmk gentlemen 
with the latter, as representatives of “society,” apparently 
yielded good fruit 

The fact that one cannot content oneself with the 
“petty efforts” of bourgeois progress by no means signifies 
absolute rejection of partial reforms Marxists by no means 
deny that these measures are of some (albeit miserable) 
benefit, they can result in some (albeit miserable) improve- 
ment in the working people's conditions; they speed up the pro- 
cess of extinction of particularly backward forms of capital, 
usury, bondage, etc , they speed up their transformation 
into the more modern and humane forms of European 
capitalism That is why Marxists, if they were asked whether 
such measures should be adopted, would, of course, an- 
ewer they should—but would thereupon explain their attı- 
tude ın general to the capitalist system that is improved 
by these measures, would motivate their agreement by their 
desire to speed up the development of this system, and, 
consequently its downfall * 


“If we bear in mind that in this country, asin Germany the peas- 
antry are divided up according to rights and tenure, into various 
categories (state, appanage and former landlords peasants among 
them being those who received full allotments, medium and quarter 
lots, as well as manor serfs), that our community way of life is not 
the universal way of life, that in the south-west, among private land- 
Owners, we again meet with peasants owning draught animals, and 
footers ** market gardeners, farm labourers and chinsh peasants !!! 


* This refers not only to “technical and other schools " to tech- 
nical improvements for peasants and handicraftsmen but aiso to 
"Ux extension of peasant land tenure and to “credit,” etc 

** See p 45 of this volume —Ed 
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some of whom possess 100 dessiatines and more while others have 
not an inch of soil, that in the Baltic gubermas the agrarian system 
13 à perfect copy of the German agrarian system etc , theu we shal 
see thal we too have a basis for a bourgeoisie " 


One cannot but note here that fanciful exaggeration 
of the significance ef the community from which the Na 
rodniks have always suffered The author expresses himsell 
as though “community Ife” ruled out a bourgeoisie, ruled 
out the splitting up of the peasants! Now that is totally 
untrue! 

Everybody knows that the community peasants are 
also split up according to rights and allotments, that in 
every village where the community is strong the peas- 
ants are again split up both "according to rights" (laad- 
less, allotment holding, ex-manor serfs, paid-up allotment- 
holder, registered, etc, etc) and “according to tenure” 
oa who have rented out their allotments, who have 

en deprived of them for arrears in taxes or for not cultivat- 
ing and letting them fall into neglect or who lease the 
allotments of others, peasants who own land 1n “perpetuity” 
or who “purchase afew dessiatines for several years”, lastly, 
homeless peasants, peasants owning no cattle, peasants owning 
no horses and those owning many horses Everybody knows 
that 1n every village where the community i$ strong this eco- 
nomic fragmentation and commodity economy provide a 
bas:s for the full blossoming of usury capital, for bondage 
in all its forms And the Narodniks continue telling suga- 
ry tales about something they call “community life”! 


“Our young bourgeoisie 1s indeed growing by leaps and bounds, 
and is growing not only in the Jewish border areas but in ihe 
heart of Russia As yet it i8 difficult to express their number in 
figures, but when we look at the growing number of landowners, at 
the increasing number of commercial certificates, al the increasing 
number of complaints from the villages about the kulaks and the 
blood-suckers and other evidence * there are grounds for think- 
ing that their number 1s already considerable " 


* To which should be added parchases with the aid of tbe Peas- 
ant Bank, "progressive trends 1n peasant farming’ such as techni- 
cal and agronomical improvements, introduction of improved im- 
plements, grass-growing, etc , the development of smali-scale credits 
and organisation of a market for handicraftsmen, etc 
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Quite true! It ıs this fact, that was true in 1879 and is 
still more true 1n 1895, that serves as one of the mainstays 
of the Marxist understanding of Russian reality 

Our attitude to this fact 1s equally negative, we are both 
agreed that ıt expresses phenomena opposed to the interests 
of the direct producers— but, we understand these facts 1n 
quite different ways I have already described the theoreti- 
cal aspect of the difference above, and I shal) now turn to 
the practical aspect 

The bourgeoisie, especially those of the countryside, 
are still weak in this country, they are only just coming into 
existence, says the Narodmk Hence one can still wage a 
struggle against them The bourgeois trend is still not very 
strong—therelore we can still turn back It is not too 
late 

Only the metaphysical sociologist (who 1n practice becomes 
a cowardly reactionary romanticist) can argue that way I 
shall not bother to say that the “weakness” of the bourgeoisie 
1n the countryside 1s to be explained by the departure of their 
strong elements, their top-rankers, to the towns—that only 
the "rank aud file" are 1n the villages, whereas 1n the towns 
we have the "general staff —I shall not bother to speak of 
all these thoroughly obvious distortions of fact by the Narod- 
niks There is another mistake in this argument, one 
that makes 1t metaphysical 

We are faced with a certain social relation, a relation 
between the village petty bourgeois (the rich peasant, 
shopkeeper, kulak, blood-sucker, etc ), and the “labouring” 
peasant, labouring “for others," of course 

This relation. exists—the Narodmk will not be able to 
deny its generally widespread character But it is weak, 
says he, and for that reason may still be corrected 

History 18 made by “living individuals,” we tell this 
Narodnik, offering him his own wares It 1s, of course, pos- 
sible to correct, to change social relations, but only when 
such action originates from the people themselves whose 
social relations are being corrected or changed This 1s as 
clear as the clearest daylight The question arises can the 
“labouring’ peasant change this relation? What does it 
consist of? Ot the fact that two small producers operate 
under the system of commodity production, that this com- 
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modity economy splits them into “two,” to one it gives 
capital, and the other ıt compels to work "for others ” 

How can our labouring peasant change this relation if 
he himselt 1s halt rooted 1n what has to be changed? how can 
he understand that isolation and commodity economy are 
no good to him 1f he himself 1s 1solated and works at his 
own risk and responsibility for the market? if these con- 
ditions ot life evoke in hım “thoughts and feelings" that are 
peculiar to one who works on his own for the market? if 
he ıs isolated by the very material conditions, by the size 
and character of his tarm, and if by virtue of this his 
contradiction to capital 1s still so little developed that he 
cannot understand that he 1s faced by capital and not mere» 
ly by "tricksters" and shrewd people? 

Is 1t not obvious that one should turn to where this same 
(N B) social relation 13 fully developed, where those 
involved ın this social relation, the 1mmediate producers, 
are themselves fully “differentiated” and “excommunicated” 
trom the bourgeois order, where the contradiction 1s al- 
ready so far developed as to be self-evident, and where 1t 13 
impossible to raise the problem hke a dreamer, in halt- 
hearted fashion? And when the immediate producers in 
these advanced conditions are “differentiated from life” of 
bourgeois society not only in fact but also inm their 
minds—then the labouring peasantry, who are in backward 
and worse conditions, will see "how it 1s done," and wall 
pin with their fellow workers ‘for others ” 


Nhen people speak here of cases of peasants buying land and 
explain that the peasantry buy land privately or as a whole commu- 
nity, they almost never add that purchases by the community are 
only rare and insignificant exceptions to the general cule of private 
purchases ” 


The author further quoted figures to show that the num- 
ber of private landowners was 103,158 1n 1864 and reached 
a total of 313,529 according to data for the sixties, he said 
that the explanation of this 1s that small proprietors of 
peasant origin were not included under serfdom but were 
included on the second occasion and continued 


“These are our young rural bourgeoisie who immediately border 
on and are linked up witb the small landed nobility ” 
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True—is what we say to that—quite true, especially 
that about them “bordering on” and being “linked up”! And 
that ıs why we class as petty-bourgeois 1deologists those who 
attach serious importance (1n the sense of the interests of the 
immediate producers) to "the extension of peasant land ten- 
ure," 1 e , including the author, who on page 152 says just this 

That 1s why we consider as no more than political jobbers 
people who discuss the problem of purchases made privately 
and by the community as though "installing" the bourgeois 
order depended on 1t 1n the slightest degree We place both 
the one aud the other case 1n the bourgeois category, for 
purchase 1s purchase, money is money in both cases, 1e, 
the sort of commodity that only falls 1nto the hands of the 
petty bourgeois, *irrespective of whether he 1s united with oth- 
ers by the community “tor social mutual adaptation and joint 
activity” or 1s isolated by having a plot of land of his own 


“Incidentally, they (the young rural bourgeoisie) are not shown 
here to the full The word blood-sucker" (miroyed) 1s not new in Rus- 
sia, but it has never had the meaning ıt now has, it has never exert- 
ed such pressure on fellow villagers as ıt does now Compared with 
the blood-sucker of today, the old miroyed was a patriarchal sort 
of individual who was always subordinated to the community and 
was sometimes merely an idler who did not particularly hunt after 
profit The word miroved has now acquired a different meaning and, 
in the majority of gubernias, 1s merely a generic term that 1s rela- 
tively little used and has been replaced by such words as kulak welshcr, 
merchant, publican cat-skinner contractor pawnbroker etc This 
splitting up of one term into several into words some of winch are 
not new either, and some quite new or have not hitherto been current 
among peasants, shows first and foremost that a division of labour 
has taken place in the exploitation of the people and that there 
bas been an extensive development of rapacity and that it bas become 
specialised In almost every village and every bamlet there are one or 
several such exploiters ” 


Without a doubt the fact of the development of rapacity 
has been correctly noted It 1s, however, to no purpose that 
the author, like all Narodniks, refuses despite all these facts 
to understand that this systematic, universal, regular (even 
with division of labour) kulak activity 1s a manifestation 
of capitalism 1n agriculture, 1s the domination of capital 


* This does not refer of course to such money as merely serves 
for the acquisition. of necessary articles of consumption, but to free 
money that can be saved for the purchase of means of production. 
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1n its primary forms, capital which, on the one hand, engen- 
ders the urban, banking, and 1n general European, capitalism 
that the Narodniks consider to be something adventitious, 
and, on the other hand, 1s supported and fed by this capital- 
ism —1n a word that 1t 1s one of the aspects of the capitalist 
organisation of the Russian national economy 

In addition, the description of the "evolution" of the 
blood-sucker enables us to catch the Narodnik once again 

In the Reform of 1861 the Narodmk sees the sanction of 
people's production, discerns ın ıt features that are funda- 
mentally different from those of Western reform 

The measures that he now thirsts for amount equally to 
similar "sanction"—of the community, etc , and to simi- 
lar “provisions of allotments” and means of production in 
general 

Why, then, Mr Narodmk, did the Reform, which “sanc- 
tioned people's (and not capitalist) production,” merely result 
in the "patriarchal idler” turning into a relatively energet- 
ic, lively, civilisation-adorned vulture? merely result in a 
change in the form of rapacity, as did the corresponding 
great reforms in the West? 

Why do you imagine that the next steps 1n “sanctioning” 
(which are quite possible in the shape of an extension of 
peasant land tenure, migration to other areas, regulation 
of land rentings and other undoubtedly progressive meas- 
ures—although they are bourgeois progressive measures)— 
why do you imagine that they will lead to something other 
than a further change 1n the form, a further Europeanisa- 
ton of captal, its transformation from merchant's into 
producti, , from medieval into modern? 

It cannot be otherwise—for the simple reason that such 
measures do not in the least affect capital, 1 e , that rela- 
tion between people under which money, the product of 
social labour organised by commodity economy, 18 accu- 
mulated 1n the hands of some, while others have nothing but 
free "hands,"* free precisely of the product that 1s concen- 
trated 1n the possession of the previous category 


* “The masses will, as hitherto work for others” (see article 
ander discussion p 135) if they were not “free” (free de facto, though 
de jure they may even be “provided witb an allotment”), this, of course, 
could not take place 
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“Of them (of these kulaks etc ) the smaller fry possessing no 
capital usually attach themselves to the big merchants who supply 
them with credit or instruct them to make purchases on their account, 
the more prosperous ones carry on independently, are themselves 
in touch with big commerctal cities and ports, send waggonloads there 
in their own name and yo themselves lor goods required locally If 
you travel on any railway line you will invariably meet in the 3rd 
(rarely in the 2nd) class dozens of people of this type on their way 
somewhere on business You will recognise them by the specific clothes 
they wear by their extremely bad manners, and by their bois- 
terous laughter at some lady who asks them not to smoke, or at a 
muzhichok * (thats what it says muzhichok K T], “who is on 
bis way somewhere Lo gel work and who is ignorant because he 
understands nothing of commerce, and wears bast shoes You 
will also recognise these people by their conversation They usu- 
ally talk about calf hides, vegetable oils, leather smelt millet, 
elc and you will hear cynical stories about the swindling they 
do and the way they fake their goods about how ‘strong smell 
ing salt beef was ‘palmed off on a factory, about how anybody can 
give tea a colour 1f you show lum once ' about *how you can add three 
pounds’ weight of water to a sugar loaf in such a way that the cus- 
tomer wont notice anything etc All this is spoken of with such 
frankness and impudence that you can easily sce that the only 
reason why these people do not steal spoons from public dining- 
rooms and do not turn out station gas lamps is because they are 
afraid of landing ın jail Morally these people are below the most ele- 
mentary standards their morals are all based on the ruble and are 
limited to aphorisms, such as trading means twisting, keep your 
eyes skinned don t miss your chance look for what you can easily 
lay your hands on use the moment when nobody s looking dont 

ity the weak, bow and scrape when necessary An item is then quoted 
rom a newspaper about how a publican and usurer named Volkov 
set fire to his house which he had insured for a big sum This person 
1s considered to be their most respected acquaintance by the local 
teacher and priest,” one "teacher in return for wine writes his legal 
letters for hım The Volost Clerk promises to bamboozle the Mor- 
dovians for him " “A Zemstvo agent at the same time a member of 
the Zemstvo Board insures bim his old house for 1 000 rubles and 
so on “Volkov is no isolated example but a type There 1s no 
locality without its Volkovs where they tell you not only about 
similar fleecing and enslaving of the peasants but also of cases of the 
same sort of fires ” 

“ But what is the attitude of the peasantry to such people? If 
they are stupid, grossly heartless and petty like Volkov the peas- 
antry have no love for them and fear them, because those people 
can play all sorts of dirty tricks on them, while they can do nothing 
in return the homes of those people are insured they have fast horses, 
strong locks fierce dogs and connections with tbe local authorities 


* Muszhichok—a diminutive of muzhik, a peasant —Ed Eng ed 


THE ECONOMIC CONTFNT OF NARODISM 377 
ee 


But 1f those people are cleverer and more cunning than Volkov, if 
they give their fleccing and enslaving of the peasantry a decent 
form if while robbing them of a ruble they make an ostensible 
reduction of a farthing, and if they do not begrudge an extra supply 
of vodka or a couple of buckets of millet for a burnt-out village, 
they are held tn honour and respect and enjoy authority among the 
peasants as benefactors as fathers of the peasant poor who, no 
doubt would be lost without them The peasantry regard them as 
clever people and even let their children be trained by them consid 
ering tt an honour for their boy to have a job in a shop, and fully 
confident that tt will make a man of him " 


I deliberately copied out the author's argument in 
great detail so as to cite a description of our young bour- 
geoisie made by an opponent of the proposition that the 
organisation of Russia's social economy 18 bourgeois An 
examination of this description can clear up many points 
1n the theory of Russian Marxism, 1n the character of the 
current attacks made on ıt by contemporary Narodism 

It would seem from the beginning of this description 
that the author understands how deeply-rooted this 
bourgeoisie 18, understands its connections with the big 
bourgeoisie, to which the petty bourgeoisie “attaches itselt,” 
and its connections with the peasantry, who let their "chil- 
dren be trained” by them The examples given by the au- 
thor show, however, that he 1s far from adequately appraising 
the strength and stability of this phenomenon 

The examples he gives deal with crime, swindling, arson, 
etc One gets the impression that the “fleecing and en- 
slaving’ of the peasantry 1s a matter of accident, the result 
(as the author expressed himself above) of severe conditions 
of living, of the “grossness of moral ideas,” of obstacles to 
“making literature accessible to the people” (p 152), etc — 
in a word, that all this does not inevitably result from the 
present-day organisation of our social economy 

The Marxist adheres to this latter view, he asserts that 
all this 1s no accident at all, but a necessity, a necessity con- 
ditioned by the capitalist mode of production prevailing 
in Russia Once the peasant becomes a commodity producer 
(and all peasants have already become such), his “morality” 
will inevitably be “based on the ruble," and we bave no 
grounds for blaming him for this, as the very conditions 
of hfe compel him to catch this ruble by all sorts ol trading 
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devices * Under these conditions, without resort to any 
crime, servility, or falsification, the “peasantry” split into 
rich and poor The old equality cannot hold out against 
the fluctuations of the market This 18. not mere talk—it 
is a fact And it 18 a fact that under these conditions the 
“wealth” of the fiw becomes capital, while the “poverty” of 
the masses compels them to sell their hands, to work for 
other people Thus, from the Marxist's viewpoint capitalism 
bas already taken firm root, taken definite shape not only in 
factory industry but also ın the countryside and all over 
Russia 1n general 

You can imagine now how witty the Narodmiks are when, 
in reply to the Marxist's argument that the cause of all these 
"unfortunate things" in the villages 18 not politics, land 
poverty, payments, or bad “personalities,” but capitalism, 
that all this 18 necessary and inevitable where the capitalist 
mode of production exists, where the bourgeois class 
prevails— when in reply to this the Narodmk begins to 
howl that the Marxists want to deprive the peasantry of 
the land, that they “prefer” the proletarian to the "inde- 
pendent” peasant, that they display—as provincial ladies 
say and as Mr Mikhailovsky doesinreply to Mr Struve— 
"contempt and cruelty” towards the individual " 

In this picture of the countryside, which is interesting 
because 1t has been drawn by an opponent, we see clearly 
the absurdity of the current objections made against the 
Marxists, how artificial they are—they avoid the facts, and 
forget their earher statements—all 1n order to save, coute 
que coüte,**the theories made up of dreams and compromises 
which fortunately no power 1s now able to save 

When they talk of capitalism in Russia the Marxists bor- 
row ready-made schemes, dogmatically repeat propositions 
that are copied from quite different conditions They make 
Capitalist production in Russia, which is infinitesimal in 
development and sigmficance (all told, 1,400,000 people 
are employed in our factories and works), cover the mass of 
the peasantry, who still own land Such is one of the fa- 
vounte objections raised in the liberal and Narodmk camp 


* Cf Uspensky ™ 
** At all costs —&Ed 
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Now from that same picture of the countryside we see 
that when the Narodmk describes the way of hfe of the 
“community” and “independent” peasants, he cannot man- 
age without this very category of the bourgeoisie derived 
from abstract schemes and alien dogmas, he cannot avoid 
stating thatitisa village type and not an isolated case, that 
1t 18 bound by the strongest ties to the big urban bourgeoisie, 
that 1t 1s also bound to the peasantry, who “let their chil- 
dren be trained by them,” and from whom, 1n other words, 
this young bourgeoisie emerge We see, consequently, that 
the young bourgeoisie grow within our “community,” and 
not outside of 1t, that they are brought into existence by the 
very social relations that exist among the now commodity- 
producing peasantry, we see that not only “1,400,000 people,” 
but the entire mass of Russian village folk work for capital, 
are “superintended” by ıt Who 18 1t that draws more cor- 
rect conclusions from these facts, which are not stated by 
some “mystic and metaphysician,” not stated by a Marxist, 
who believes 1n “triads,” but by a Narodmk exceptionalist 
who is well able to appreciate the peculiarities of Russian life? 
Is 1t the Narodmk, when he talks of the choice of a better path, 
as though capital bas not already made 1ts choice— when he 
talks of the turn to another system expected from “society” 
and the "state," 1e , from such elements as have arisen only 
on the basis of this choice and in. support of it?—or the 
Marxist, who says that to dream of different paths means 
to be a naive romanticist, since reality shows most obviously 
that the “path” has already been chosen, that the domination 
of capital ıs a fact not to be evaded by reproaches and cen- 
sures, a fact that only direct producers can reckon with? 

Another current reproach The Marxists consider large- 
scale Russian capitalism to be progressive They thus prefer 
the proletarian to the “independent” peasant, favour the 
alienation of the land from the people and, from the view- 
point of a theory that makes its ideal the ownership of the 
means of production by the workers, favour the separation 
of the worker from the means of production, 1e, fall into 
an irreconcilable contradiction 

Yes, the Marxists do consider large-scale capitalism 
progressive—not, of course, because 1t replaces “independ- 
ence" by dependence, but because ıt creates conditions for 
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abolishing dependence As to the "independence' of the 
Russian peasant, 1t 13 a sugary Narodmik fairy-tale, and 
nothing else, actually 1t 1s non-existent And the picture 
that has been cited (as well as all works about and investiga- 
tions ol the economic condition of the peasantry) also con- 
tains an admission ol this tact (that actually independ- 
ence is non-existent) the peasantry, lıke the workers, 
work ‘lor others” Tms was admntted by the old Russian 
Narodmhs But they lailed to understand the causes aud 
character ot this lack ol independence, tailed to understand 
that it 1s also capitalist lack of independence, differing 
from that of the towns in being less developed, and contain- 
ing greater relics of medieval, semi-leudal forms ol cap- 
ital, and nothing more Let us compare, say, the village 
depicted by the Narodmk with the factory The only differ- 
ence (as regards independence) is that in the lormer we 
see "small fry” and ın the latter large, ın the former ex- 
ploitation singly, by semi-feudal methods—in the latter, 
exploitation ol the masses, aud what 1s more, purely capital- 
ist exploitation. Of couise, the latter 1s progressive the very 
capitalism that 1s undeveloped ın the village and, therefore, 
abounds 10 usury, etc , 1s developed in the lactory, the very 
antagonism existing in the countryside 1s fully expressed in 
the factory, here the split 1s complete and the question 
cannot be posed in the hall-hearted way that satisfies the 
small producer (and his 1deologist), who 1s capable of up- 
braiding, reproaching and cursing capitalism, but not of 
abandoning the basis* of this capitalism, of abandoning 
his faith in ats servants, of abandomng his roseate dreams 
about its being “better without struggle,” as the splendid 
Mr knvenkosaid Here dreams are not possible—and that 
alone 1s a tremendous step lorward, here it 15 clearly evi- 
dent which side possesses the strength, and there can be no 


talk of choosing the path, for 1t is clear that at first this 
strength has to be “redistributed ” 


* To avoid misunderstanding ict me explain that by “bass” 
of capitalism | infer the social relation that in various forms pre- 
vails in capitalist society and which Marx expressed in the formula 
money—commodity—money with a surplus 

The measures proposed by the Narodniks do not touch on this rela 
tion, and do uot affect either commodity production, which places 
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“Sugary optimism”—1s the way Mr Struve described 
Narodism, and it 1s protoundly true What else 1s it but 
optimism when the complete domination of capital in the 
countryside 1s ignored, passed over in silence, pictured as 
something accidental, when all sorts of credits, artels, and 
common land cultivation are proposed, just as 1f all these 
kulaks, vampires, merchants, publicans, contractors, pawn- 
brokers, etc , as though all this ‘young bourgeoisie’ did 
not already hold “every village” ın their hands " What else 
1s 1t but sugary talk when people continue to talk of “ten, 
twenty, thirty years and more,” of ‘better without strug- 
gle," at the very time when the struggle 1s already on, a 
smouldering struggle, ıt ıs true, unconscious, aud not illu- 
mined by an idea 


"Cross over now to the towns, reader There you will encounter 
the young bourgeoisie in still larger numbers and slill greater va- 
riety All who become literate and considcr themselves suitable for more 
honourable activity all who consider themselves worthy ol a better 
fate than the miserable lot of the rank and-file peasant, all finally 
who under thcse conditions find no place in the countryside, now 
make their way to the towns "' 


Nevertheless, the Narodmk gentlemen engage in sugary 
talk about the “artificial character" of urlan capitalism, 
about its being a “hothouse plant," that will die of itself 
if not looked atter, etc One has only to take a plainer view 
of the facts to see clearly that this “artificial” bourgeoisie 
1s simply the village blood-suckers who have settled 1n the 
towns, and who are growing quite spontaneously on soil 
illumined by the “moon of capitalism" which compels 
every rank-and-file peasant to buy cheaper and sell dearer 


“Here you meet salesmen clerks petty tradesmen, pedlars, 
all sorts of contractors (plasterers carpenters, bricklayers, etc ), 
conductors senior porters policemen arte) captains, owners of ferry- 
boats, eating and lodging houses proprietors of various workshops, fac- 
tory foremen, etc etc All these are the real young bourgeoisie, with 


money—the product of social labour—into the hands of private in- 
dividuals, or the split of the people into paupers and owners of this 
money 

The Marxist turns to the most developed form of this relation, 
to the form that is the quintessence of all the other forms and shows 
the producer that the aim and object to follow is the abolition of this 
relation and its replacement by another 
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all their characteristic features Their code of morals is not a very 
broad one, either their entire activity 1s based on the exploitation 
of labour,* and their object in life isto acquire capital, big or small, 
with which stupidly to pass away their time " “I know that many 
people rejoice when they look at them, see cleverness energy 
and enterprise in them, consider them to be the most progressive 
elements among the people, see 1n them a straight and natural step 
forward in their country s civilisation, the unevenness of which 
will be smoothed out by time Oh, I have long known that a top- 
rank bourgeoisie has been formed in this country out of educated 
people, merchants and nobles who either farled to sustain the crisis 
of 1861 and went under, or were caught by the spirit of the period, 
that this bourgeoisie has already formed cadres of a third estate and 
that all it lacks 1s precisely those elements from the people which it 
likes because it can do nothing without them " 


A loophole has been left here, too, for "sugary optimism" 
the big bourgeoisie "lacks only" bourgeois elements from 
the people! But where did the big bourgeoisie come 
from, 1f not from the people? Surely the author will not deny 
the ties between our "merchants" and the peasantry! 

We see here a tendency to depict this mse of a young 
bourgeoisie as a matter of chance, the result of policy, etc 
This superficiality ın understanding things, incapable of 
seeing the roots of the phenomenon in the very economic 
structure of society,capable of giving a most detailed enumer- 
ation of the different representatives of the petty bourgeoisie, 
but incapable of understanding that the peasant’s and the 
handicraitsman's small independent undertaking itself 
13 not, under the present economic order, a "people's" un- 


dertaking at all, but a petty-bourgeois one—is highly typical 
of the Narodink 


* Not exact What distinguishes the petty from the big bour- 
geois is that he works himself, as the categories enumerated by the 
author do There is, of course, exploitation of labour, but more than 
mere exploitation 

One more remark The objectin life of those who are not satisfied 
with the peasant s lot is to acquire capital This is what the Narod- 
nik says (in his sober moments) The tendency of the Russian peasant- 
ry is not towards the community, but towards the petty bourgeois 
system That is what the Marxist says 

What is the diffi rence between these two propositions? Is it not 
merely that the former constitutes an empirical observation of life 
while the latter generalises the facts observed (which express the real 
“thoughts and feelings” of real “living individuals ) and makes of 
them a law of political economy? 


THE ECONOMIC CONTENT OF NARODISM 383 


“I know that many descendants of ancient families are now en- 
gaged in distilling and in running taverns railway concessions, and 
in prospeching have ensconced themselves on the boards of joint- 
stock banks, have even established themselves 1n the literary sphere 
and are now singing other songs I know that many of the literary 
songs are extremely tender and sentimental, that they deal with 
the needs and desires of the people, but | also know that it 15 the duty 
of decent hterature to lay bare the intention of offering the people 
a stone instead of bread 


What an Arcadian idyll! Only the “intention” as yet of 
offering?! 

And how it harmonises he “knows” that a bourgeoisie 
has "long" been tormed—and still thinks that his task 1s to 
“lay bare the intention” of establishing a bourgeoisie! 

And this 1s what 1s called “serenity of the spirit” when 
in sight of the already mobilised army, in sight of tho 
arrayed "rank and file" united by a "long" established "gen- 
eral staff," people still talk of "laying bare intentions," 
and not of an already fully disclosed battle of interests 


“The French bourgeoisie also identified themselves with the 
eople and always presented their demands in the name of the people, 
but always deceived them We consider the bourgeois trend taken by 
our society in recent years to be harmful and dangerous to the peo- 
ple s morals and well-being " 


The petty-bourgeois character of the author 1s, | 1magine, 
most clearly expressed in these sentences He declares the 
bourgeois trend to be “harmful and dangerous" to the morals 
and well-being of the people! Which "people," respected Mr 
Moralist? Those who worked for the landlords under the 
serfdom that fostered the "family hearth,” “settled living” 
and the “sacred duty of labour,”* or those who subsequently 
went away to earn money to pay off land redemption fees? You 
are well aware that the payment of this money was the main 
and chief condition of the ‘emancipation,” and that the peas- 
ant could only get this money from Mr Coupon !'* You 
yourself have described how this gentleman carried on his 
business, how "the middle class have introduced their own 
science, their own moral code and their own sophisms into 
life,” how a literature has already been formed praising the 
* cleverness, enterprise and energy" of the bourgeoisie, Clearly, 


* Terms used by Mr Yuzhakov 
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it all boils dows to one form of social organisation being 
succeeded by another the system of appropriating the sur- 
plus labour of tied-to-the-land serf peasants created feudal 
morality, the system of ‘iree labour for others,” for the 
owners of money, created bourgeois morality to re 
place ıt 

The petty bourgeois, however, 1s afraid to look things 
straight in the face, and to call a spade a spade He turns 
his back on these undoubted facts, and begins to dream He 
considers only small independent undertakings (for the mar- 
ket—he keeps a modest silence about that) to be “moral,” 
while wage-labour 1s ‘immoral ” He does not understand the 
tie—an indissoluble tie—between the one and the other, 
and considers bourgeois morality to be a chance disease, 
and not a direct product of the bourgeois order that grows 
out of commodity economy (which, 1n fact, he has nothing 
against) 

So he begins his old-womanish sermon about its being 
“harmful and dangerous ” 

He does not compare the modern form of exploitation 
with the previous one, that of seifdom, he does not look at 
the changes that 1t has introduced 1nto the relations between 
the producer and the owner of the means of production— 
he compares ıt with a senseless, philistine utopia, with the 
sort of “small independent undertakings” that, while being 
commodity economy, should not lead to what 1t actually does 
lead to (see above "kulakdom 1s 1n full bloom, 1s striving to 
enslave the weakest, and turn them into farm labourers,” etc ) 
That 1s why his protest against capitalism (as such, as a 
protest, 1t 1s quite legitimate and fair) becomes a reactionary 
lamentation 

He does not understand that, by replacing the form of 
exploitation which tied the working man to his locality with 
one that flings him from place to place all over the country, 
the “bourgeois trend” has done a good job, that, by replac- 
ing the form of exploitation under which the appropria- 
tion of the surplus product was tangled up 1n the personal 
relations between the exploiter and the producer, 1n mutual 
civic political obligations, in the “provision of an allot- 
ment," etc ,—by replacing this with a form of exploitation 
that substitutes “callous cash payment” for all that and 
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equates labour-power with any other commodity or thing, 
the ‘ bourgeois trend" strips exploitation ot all its obscurities 
and illusions, and that to do so 1s a great service 

Then, take note of the statement that the bourgeois 
trend has been taken by our society "in recent years " Only 
"jn recent years’ ? Was ıt not quite clearly expressed 1n the 
sixties, too? Was it not predominant throughout the sev- 
enties? 

The petty bourgeois tries to smooth things out here as 
well, to present the bourgeois features that have charac- 
terised our "society" during the entire post-Reform period 
as some temporary infatuation, fashion Not to see the wood 
for the trees 1s the main feature of the petty-bourgeois 
doctrine Behind the protest against serfdom and butter 
attacks on 1t, he (the 1deologist of the petty bourgeoisie) 
does not see bourgeois reality, the reason being that he 
fears to look straight at the economic basis of the system 
that has been built up while he has been shouting vocifer- 
ously Behind the talk in all advanced ( liberal-coquet- 
tush,” p 129) literature about credits, and loan-and-savings 
societies, about the burden of taxation, about the extension 
of landownership and other such measures of helping the 
“people” he only sees the bourgeois features of “recent years " 
Finally, behind the complaints about "reaction," behind 
the wailing about the "sixties' he totally fails to see the 
bourgeois features underlying all this, and that ıs why he 
merges increasingly with this "society " 

Actually, during all these three periods of post-Reform 
history our ideologist of the peasantry has always stood and 
marched alongside "society," not understanding that the 
bourgeois features of this "society" rob his protest against 
them of all strength and inevitably doom him either to dream 
or indulge in miserable petty-bourgeois compromises 

Many people find this closeness of our Narodniks (who 
“m principle" are hostile to liberalism) to liberal society 
very touching, and Mr V V (cf his article in Nedelya, 
1894, Nos 47-49) continues to find ıt so even to this day 
From this the conclusion is drawn that the bourgeois 
intelhgentsia in this country are weak or maybe even 
non-existent, a point that these people connect with 
the absence ol a basis tor Russian capitalism Actually, 


386 V I LENIN 


however, the very opposite 18 the case This closeness 1s a 
powerful! argument against Narodism, a direct confirmation 
of its petty-bourgeois character Just as 1n everyday life the 
small producer merges with the bourgeoisie by the fact of 
his isolated production of commodities for the market, by 
his chances of getting on 1n the world, and of becoming a 
big proprietor, so the ideologist of the small producer be- 
comes a liberal when discussing problems of credits, artels, 
etc , just as the small producer 1s 1ncapable of fighting the 
bourgeoisie and hopes for such measures of assistance as 
tax reduction, land extension, etc , so the Narodnik places 
his trust in liberal “society’ ana its chatter, clothed in 
“endless deceit and hypocnsy,” about the “people” If he 
occasionally abuses “society,” he immediately adds that 
only "in recent years" has 1t become spoilt, but that gener- 
ally speaking 1t 18 not bad 1n itself 


“Suvremenniye Isvestia [Contemporary News] recently made a 
study of the new economic class that has taken shape in this country 
since the Reform and gave the following good description of it 
‘Modest and bearded, wearing well-grea top boots, the old-time 
millionaire, who humbled himself before a junior official, has rapidly 
turned into the European type of jaunty and even offended and 
haughty entrepreneur, occasionally wearing a very noticeable deco- 
ration and holding a high office When you take a good look at these 
unexpectedly thriving people you notice with surprise that most of 
these luminaries are yesterday s publicans, contractors stewards, etc 
The new arrivals have enlivened, but not improved, urban life They 
bave introduced bustle into it, and extreme confusion of concepts 
Increased turnover and capital requirements have intensified the 
feverish activity of the enterprises, which has turned into the ex- 
citement of a gamble The numerous fortunes have been made over- 
Naa have increased the appetite for profit beyond all bounds, 
etc 

“Undoubtedly, such people exert a most ruinous influence on pub- 
lic morals” [that s the trouble—the spoiling of morals, and not cap- 
italist production relations at all! K T ] and while we do not doubt 
the fact that town workers are more corrupted than village workers, 
there isstill less doubt of course that this is due to their being much 


more surrounded by such people, breathing the same air, and livi 
the life that they established. : * s 


Clear confirmatıon of Mr Struve’s opımon about the 
reactionary character of Narodism The “corruption” of 
the town workers scares the petty bourgeois, who prefers 
the “family hearth” (with its immorality and club rule), 
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“settled life” (accompanied by crushing oppression and sav- 
agery) and does not understand that the awakening of the 
man ın "the beast of burden,"'!* an awakening of such enor- 
mous and epoch-making significance that all sacrifices made 
to achieve 1t are legitimate, cannot but assume tempestuous 
forms under capitalist conditions ın general, and Russian 
in particular 


“The Russian landlord was distinguished for his barbarism, and 
required but a little scratching for the Tatar in him to be seen 
whereas the Russian bourgeois does not even need to be scratched The 
old Russian merchant class created a realm of darkness whercas now, 
with the aid of the new bourgeoisie, it will create darkness in which 
all thought, all buman feeling will perish ” 


The author 1s sadly mistaken The past tense should be 
used here, not the tuture, and should have been used when 
those words were written, 1n the seventies 


“The hordes of new conquerors disperse in all directions and meet 
with no opposition anywhere or from anybody The landlords patron- 
ise them and give them a welcome reception, the Zemstvo people 
give them huge insurance bonuses school teachers write their legal 

apers, the priests visit them, while Distiict Clerks help them to 
bambos the Mordovians ** 


Quite a correct description! “far from meeting with oppo- 
sition from anybody,” they meet with support trom the 
representatives of “society” and the “state,” of whom the 
author gives a rough list Hence—exceptionalist logic!—in 
order to change matters, we should advise the choosing 
of another path, advise "society" and the "state" to do so 


"What, however is to be done against such people?" 

"To await the mental development of the exploiters and an 
proceden in public opinion ıs impossible from the viewpoint 
a of justice, or of the morals aud politics which the state must 
adopt ” 


Please note the state must adopt a “moral and political 
viewpoint"! This 1s nothing but phrase-mongeting Do not 
the representatives and agents of the "state" just described 
(from the District Clerks upwards) possess a “political” 
viewpoint [cf above "many people rejoice consider 
them to be the most progressive elements among the people, 
see ın them a straight and natural step forward in their 
country's civilisation } and a ‘moral” one [cf ibid. 
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“cleverness, energy, enterpnse"]? Why do you obscure the 
split in moral and political ideas which are just as hostile to 
those “whom the bourgeoisie order to go to work” as “new 
shoots” are undoubtedly hostile ın life? Why do you cover 
up the battle of these 1deas, whichisonly a superstructure 
tothe battle of social classes? 

All this 1s the natural and inevitable result of the petty- 
bourgeois viewpoint The petty producer suffers severely 
from the present system, but he stands apart from the 
forthright, fully disclosed contradictions, fears them, and 
consoles himselt with naively reactionary dreams that "the 
state must adopt a moral point of view,” namely, the view- 
point of the morality that 1s dear to the small producer 

No, you are not nght The state to which you address 
yourselves, the contemporary, the present state must 
adopt the viewpoint of the morality that 1s dear to the top 
bourgeoisie, must because such 1s the distribution of strength 
among the existing classes of society 

You are indignant You start to howl about the Marxist 
defending the bourgeoisie, when he admits this “must,” 
this necessity 

You are wrong You feel that the facts are against you, 
and so resort to trickery to those who refute your petty- 
bourgeois dreams about choosing a path without the bourgeoi- 
sie by referring to the domination of the latter as a fact, 
to those who refute the suitability of your petty, paltry 
measures against the bourgeoisie by referring to their 
deep roots 1n the economic structure of society, to the econom- 
1c struggle of classes that 1s the basis of “society”*and the 
“state,” to those who demand of the 1deologists of the toiling 
class that they make a complete break with these elements 
and exclusively serve those who are “differentiated from hfe” 


in bourgeois society—to all these you attribute a desire to 
defend the bourgeoisie 


“We do not, of course consider the influence of literature to be 
quite powerless but if it 1s not to be powerless it must, firstly better 
understand its mission and not confine itself to merely (sic!!!) educat- 
ing the kulaks, but must rouse public opinion” 


There you have the petit bourgeois in the pure form! 
If literature educates the kulaks, 1t 1s because 1t badly un- 
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derstands its mission!! And these gentlemen are surprised 
when they are called naive, and when people say of them 
that they are romantics! 

On the contrary, respected Mr Narodnik the "kulaks'* 
educate hterature—they give it ideas (about cleverness, 
energy, enterprise, about the natural step forward 1n their 
country's civilised development), they give ıt resources 
Your reference to literature is just as ridiculous as 1f some- 
body, in lul! sight of two opposing armies, were to address 
to the enemy field marshal's aide the humble request to "act 
1n greater harmony " That ıs just what 1t as like 

The same is true of the desire—‘to rouse public opinion ” 
The opinion of the society that "seeks ideals with after- 
dinner tranquillity”? That 1s the customary occupation of 
Messrs the Narodniks, one to which they have devoted them- 
selves with such splendid success for "ten, twenty, thirty 
years and more” 

Try a little more, gentlemen! The society that delights 
in alter-dinner slumber sometimes bellows—that very 
hkely means that 1t 1s ready to act 1n harmony against the 
kulahs Talk a little more with that society Allez 
toujours ** 


“and secondly it must enjoy greater freedom of speech and 
greater access to the people” 


A good wish “Society” sympathises with this “ideal ” But 
since 1t, "seeks" this ideal, too, with after-dinner tranquillity, 
and since it fears more than anything else to have this tran- 
quilhty disturbed . ıt hastens very slowly, progresses so 
wisely that with every passing year it gets farther and far- 
ther behind Messrs the Narodniks imagine that this 18 an 
accident, and that their after-dinner slumber will soon end 
and real progress begin So keep waiting! 


“Nor do we consider the influence of education and training to 
be quile powerless but we presume first of all 1) that education should 
be given to each and every pon aud not merely to exceptional 
persons taking them out of their enviroument and turning them 
into kulaks " 


* This is too narrow a term The more precise and definite term 
“bourgeoisie” should bave been used 
** Keep goiug!—Ld 
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"Each and every person" that 13 what the Marxists want, 
But they think this 18 unattainable under the present so- 
cial and economic relations, because even if tuition 1s free 
and compulsory, money will be needed for “education,” and 
only the “offspring of the people” have that They think 
that here, too, there 1s no way out except “the stern struggle 
of social classes ” 


“2) That public schools should be accessible not only to retired 
parsons, officials, and all sorts of good-for-nothings, but also to ın- 
dividuals who are really decent and sincerely love the people " 

Touching! But surely those who see “cleverness, enterprise 
and energy” 1n the “offspring of the people,” also assert 
(and not always insincerely) that they “love the people,” 
and many of them are undoubtedly “really decent” people 
Who will be the judge? Critically thinking and morally 
developed personalities? But did not the author himself 
tell us that you cannot influence these offspring with scorn?* 

We again, ın conclusion, meet with the same basic fea- 
ture of Narodism which we noted at the very outset, namely, 
that ıt turns ıts back on the facts 

When a Narodmk gives us a description of the facts, he 
18 always compelled to admit that reality belongs to capi- 
tal, that our actual evolution 1s capitalist, that strength 1s 
1n the hands of the bourgeoisie This has now been admitted, 
for example, by the author of the article under review, who 
established the point that “middle-class culture” has been set 
up 1n this country, that the people are ordered to go to work 
by the bourgeoisie, that bourgeois society 1s occupied only 
with digestive processes and aíter-dinner slumber, that the 
"middle class" have even created bourgeois science, bour- 
geois morals, bourgeois political sophisms, and bourgeois 
literature 

Nevertheless, all Narodmk arguments are always based 
on the opposite assumption, viz that strength 1s not on 
the side of the bourgeoisie, but on the side of the "people ” 
The Narodnik talks about the choice of the path (while at 
the same time admitüng the capitalist. character of the 
actual path), about the socialisation of labour (which 13 


* P 151 “ do they not scorn in advance (take good note of 
the "in advance") those who might scorn them?" 
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under the “management” of the bourgeoisie), about the state 
having to adopt a moral and political point of view, and 
about its being the Narodniks who have to teach the people, 
etc —as though strength were already on the side of the 
working people and their ideologists, and all that remai- 
ned was to indicate the “immediate,” “expedient,” etc, 
methods of using this strength 

This 1s a sickening he from beginning to end One can 
well imagine that such illusions had a raison d'etre half 
a century ago, ın the days when the Prussian Regierungs- 
rat"^ was exploring the “village community" ın Russia, 
but now, after a history of over thirty years of "free" labour, 
it 18 either a mockery, or Pharisaism and sugary hypocrisy 

It 1s the basic theoretical task of Marxism to destroy this 
he, however good the intentions and however clear the 
conscience of its author The prime task of those who wish 
to seek “roads to human happiness" 1s not to hoodwink them- 
selves, but to have the courage openly to admit the exist- 
ence of what exists 

And when the 1deologists of the toiling class have understood 
and felt this, then they will admit that “ideals” do not mean 
constructing better and 1mmediate paths, but the formula- 
tion of the aims and objects of the "stern struggle of social 
classes" that 1s going on before our eyes in our capitalist 
society, that the measure of the success of one's aspirations 
18 not the elaboration of advice to "society" and the "state," 
but the degree to which these 1deals are spread 1n a definite 
class of society, that the loftiest ideals are not worth a brass 
farthing so long as you fail to merge them 1ndissolubly 
with the interests of those who participate in the economic 
struggle, to merge them with those “narrow” and petty 
everyday problems of the given class, hke that of a “fair 
reward for labour,” which the grandiloquent Narodmk re- 
gards with such sublime disdain 


“But that is not enough, intellectual development, as we unfor- 
tunately see at every step, does not guarantee man against rapacious 
proclivities and instincts Hence immediate measures must be taken 
to safeguard the countryside against rapacity, measures must be 
taken above all, to safeguard our village community, as a form of 
pube hfe that helps correct the moral imperfection of human nature 

he village community must be safeguarded once and for all But 
that, too, 1s not enough The village community, under its present 
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economic conditions and tax burdens cannot exist and so measures 
should be taken to extend peasant ownership of land to reduce the 
taxes and to organise peoples industry 

Such are the measures against the kulaks with which all decent 
literature must be at one about and stand for These measures are 
of course not new the point, however, 1s tbat they are the only 
ones of their kind, but far from everybody 1s as yet convinced of 
this" (End ) 


There you have the programme of the grandiloquent 
Narodmk! From the description of the facts we have seen 
that a complete contradiction of economic interests is 
everywhere revealed—"everywhere" meaning not only in 
both town and country, both within and without the village 
community, both ın factory and ın "people's" industry, but 
also outside the bounds of economic phenomena—1n both ht- 
erature and "society," 1n the sphere of moral, political, jurid- 
ical and other ideas Our petty-bourgeois knight, how- 
ever, sheds bitter tears and appeals for 1mmediate measures 
to be taken to safeguard the countryside " The petty-bour- 
geois superficiality of understanding, and the readiness to 
resort to compromise 18 perfectly evident The countryside 
itself, as we have seen, constitutes a split and a struggle, 
constitutes a system of opposite interests—but the Narod- 
nik does not see the root of the evil in the system itself, 
but 1n its particular shortcomings, and does not build up 
his programme to provide an ideological basis for the struggle 
that 1s now going on, but makes “safeguarding” the country- 
side against chance, illegitimate, extraneous “plunderers” his 
basis! And who, worthy Mr Romantic, should take measures 
to safeguard? Should it be the “society” that 1s content with 
digestive processes at the expense of just those who should 
be safeguarded? Or the Zemstvo, Volost and all other sorts 
of agents who live off fractions of surplus-value and there- 
fore, as we have just seen, offer assistance but not resistance? 

The Narodmk finds that this 1s a lamentable accident, 
and nothing more—the result of a poor “understanding of 
the mission”, that 1t 1$ sut ficient to issue a call to ‘be at one 
and work as a team,” for all such elements to “leave the 
wrong path” He refuses to see that 1n economic relations 
the Plusmacherei system has taken shape, a system under 
which only the “offspring of the people" can have the means 
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and the leisure for education, while the “masses” have “to 
remain ignorant and work for others", the direct and 1mme- 
diate consequence 1s that only members of the former make 
their way into “society,” and that 1t 1s only from this same 
“society” and from the "offspring" of the people that there 
can be recruited the District Clerks, Zemstvo agents and 
so on whom the Narodmik ıs naive enough to consider as 
people standing above economic relations and classes, over 
them 

That 1s why his appeal to "safeguard" 1s directed to quite 
the wrong quarter 

He satisfies himself either with petty-bourgeois palliatives 
(struggle against the kulaks—see above about loan-and- 
savings Societies, credits, legislation to encourage temper- 
ance, industry and education, extension of peasant land- 
ownership—see above about, land credits and land purchase, 
tax reduction—see above about income tax), or with rosy, 
ladies’ college dreams of “orgamising people's industry " 

But 1s ıt not already organised? Have not all the young 
bourgeoisie described above already organised this "people s 
industry" after their own, bourgeois fashion? Otherwise how 
could they “hold every village in their hands"? How could they 
“order people to go to work" and appropriate surplus- value? 

The Narodnik reaches the height of righteous indigna- 
ton It 1s 1mmoral—he howls—to consider capitalism to 
be an “organisation” when it is based on the anarchy of 
production, on crises, on permanent, regular and ever-in- 
creasing mass unemployment, on the utmost deterioration 
of the conditions of the working people 

Onthecontrary [tis 1mmoral to colour the truth, to pıc- 
ture the order that characterises the whole of post-Reform 
Russia as something accidental and incidental That every 
capitalist nation 1s a velncle of technical progress and of 
the socialisation of labour, but at the cost of crippling and 
mutilating the producer, 1s something that was established 
long ago But to turn this fact 1nto material for discussing 
morals with "society," and, closing one's eyes to the struggle 
going on, to murmur with alter-dinner composure “sate- 
guard,” “ensure,” "organise"—means to be a romantic, and 
a naive aud reactionary romantic at that 
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It will very likely seem to the reader that this commentary 
has no connection whatever with an analysis of Mr 
Struve’s book In my opinion, only an external connection 
18 missing 

Mr Struve's book does not discover Russian Marxism at 
all It merely introduces into our press for the first time 
theories that have taken shape and been stated previously * 
This 1ntroduction was preceded, as has already been noted, 
by a furious criticism of Marxism 1n the liberal and Narod- 
nik press, a criticism that confused and distorted matters 

Unless this criticism was answered, 1t was 1mpossible, 
firstly, to approach the contemporary position of the prob- 
lem, secondly, it was impossible to understand Mr 
Struve's book, 1ts character and designation 

The old Narodmk article was taken as the subject for 
reply because a principled article was required, and, more- 
over, one retaining at least, some of the old Russian Narod- 
nik precepts that are valuable to Marxism 

By means of this commentary we have tried to show the 
artificiality and absurdity of the current methods of lıb- 
eral and Narodnik polemics Arguments about Marxism 
being connected with Hegehamism,** with belief 1n triads, 
in abstract dogmas and schemes that do not have to be 
proved by facts, 1n the inevitability of every country passing 
through the phase of capitalism, etc , turn out to be empty 
blather 

Marxism sees its criterion ın the formulation and theo- 
retical explanation of the struggle between social classes 
and economic interests that 1s going on before our eyes 

Marxism does not base itself on anything else than the 
facts of Russian history and reality, ıt 1s also the ideology 
of the labouring class, only 1t gives a totally different ex- 
planation of the generally known facts of the growth and 
achievements of Russian capitalism, has quite a different 
understanding of the tasks that reality in this country 
places before the ideologists of the direct producers That 
is why, when the Marxist speaks of the necessity, 1nevita- 


* Cf V V Essays on Theoretical Economics St Petersburg, 
1895, pP 257-58 "'* 

** I am speaking, of course, not of the historical omgin of Marx- 
ism, but of its content. today 
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bility, and progressiveness of Russian capitalism, he pro- 
ceeds from generally established facts which are not always 
cited precisely because of their being generally established, 
because of their not being new, his explanation is dif- 
ferent from the one that has been told and retold 1n Narod- 
mk literature — and if the Narodmk replies by shouting 
that the Marxist refuses to face the facts, he can be exposed 
even by simply referring to any principled Narodmk article 
of the seventies 

Let us now pass to an examination of Mr Struve’s book, 


CHAPTER Il 
A CRITICISM OF NARODNIK SOCIOLOGY 


The “essence” of Narodism, its “main idea,” according tothe 
author, lies 1n the “theory of Russia's exceptional economic 
development ” This theory, as he puts 1t, has “two main 
sources 1) a definite doctrine of the role of the individual 
1n the historical process, and 2) a direct conviction that the 
Russian people possess a specific national character and spirit 
and a special historical destiny” (2) In a footnote to this 
passage the author declares that “Narodism 18 characterised 
by quite definite social ideals,”* and adds that he gives the 
economic world outlook of the Narodniks later on in the 
book 

This description of the essence of Narodism, 1t seems to 
me, requires some correction It ıs too abstract and idealis- 
tic, 1t. indicates the prevailing theoretical ideas of Narodism, 
but does not indicate either its "essence" or its ‘source " 
It remains absolutely unclear why the ideals indicated were 
combined with a belief 1n an. exceptional Russian develop- 
ment and with a specific doctrine of the role of the individ- 
ual, and why these theories became “the most influential” 
trend 1n our social thought If, when speaking of “the socio- 


* Of course, this expression "quite defimte ideals" must not be 
taken literally, that 1s, as meaning that the Narodniks “quite defi- 
nitely” knew what they wanted That would be absolutely untrue 
“Quite definite ideals” should be understood as meaning nothing 
more than the ideology 01 direct producers, even though this ideology 
is a very vague one 
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logical 1deas of Narodism" (the title of the first chapter), 
the author was unable to confine himself to purely sociologi- 
cal questions (method 1n sociology), but also dealt with the 
Narodniks' views on Russian economic reality, he should 
have explained to us the essence of these views Yet 1n the 
footnote referred to this 1s only half accomplished Thees- 
sence of Narodism 1s that ıt represents the producers’ 1n- 
terests from the standpoint of the small producer, the petty 
bourgeois In his German article on Mr N —on’s book 
(Soztalpolitisches Centralblatt, 1893, No 1), Mr Struve 
called Narodism “national socialism” (Russkoye Bogatstvo, 
1893, No 12, p 185) Instead of “national” he should have 
said “peasant” in reference to the old Russian Narodism, 
and "petty bourgeois” 1n reference to contemporary Russian 
Narodism The “source” of Narodism lies 1n the predominance 
of the class of small producers 1n post-Reform capitalist 
Russia 

This description requires explanation I use the expres- 
sion "petty bourgeois" not 1n the ordinary, but ın the polt- 
1cal-economic sense A small producer, operating under 
a system of commodity economy—these are the two fea- 
tures of the concept “petty bourgeois," Kleinbürger, or what 
18 the same thing, the Russian meshchanin It thus includes 
both the peasant and the handicraftsman, whom the Narod- 
niks always placed on the same footing—and quite rightly, 
for they are both producers, they both work for the market, 
and differ only 1n the degree of development of commodity 
economy Further, I make a distinction between the old* 
and contemporary Narodism, on the grounds that the former 
was to some extent a well-kmt doctrine evolved 1n a period 
when capitalism was still very feebly developed 1n Russia, 
when nothing of the petty-bourgeois character of peasant 
economy had yet been revealed, when the practical side of the 
doctrine was purely utopian, and when the Narodniks gave 
liberal "society" a wide berth and “went among the people " 
It 1s different now Russia's capitalist path of development 
15 no longer dened by anybody, the break-up of the 


* By the old Narodniks I do not mean those who backed the 


Otechestvenniye Zapiski, for instance, but those who “went among 
the people ” 
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countryside 1s an undoubted fact Of the Narodniks’ well- 
knit doctrine, with its childish faith in the “village commu- 
nity,” nothing but rags and tatters remain From the prac- 
tical aspect, utopia has been replaced by a quite un-utopian 
programme of petty-bourgeois ‘ progressive” measures, and 
only pompous phrases remind us of the historical connection 
between these paltry compromises and the dreams of better 
and exceptional paths for the fatherland In place of aloof- 
ness from liberal society we observe a touching intimacy 
with ıt Now ıt 1s this change that compels usto distinguish 
between the ideology of the peasantry and the ideology of 
the petty bourgeoisie 

It seemed all the more necessary to make this correction 
concerning the real content of Narodism since Mr Struve's 
aforementioned abstractness ct exposition 1s his fundamental 
detect That 1s the first point And secondly, “certain basic” 
tenets of the doctrine by which Mr Struve 1s not bound 
demand that social ideas be reduced to social-economic 
relations 

And we shall now endeavour to show that unless this 1s 
done 1t 1s impossible to understand even the purely theoretical 
ideas of Narodism, such as the question of method 1n soci- 
olo 

Bon pointed out that the Narodmk doctrine of a 
special method 1n sociology 1s best expounded by Mr Mir- 
tov" and Mr Maikhailovsky, Mr Struve goes on to de- 
scribe this doctrine as “subjective idealism,” and ın corrob- 
oration quotes from the works of the authors mentioned a 
number of passages on which it 1s worth while dwelling 

Both take as a corner-stone the thesis that history was 
made by “solitary fighting individuals ” “Individuals make 
history" (Mirtov) Mr Mikhailovsky 18 even more explicit 
“The hving individual, witb all his thoughts and feelings, 
becomes a history-maker on his own responsibilty He, and 
not some mysterious force, sets aims ın history and moves 
events towards them through a lane of obstacles placed be- 
fore him by the elemental forces of nature and of histor- 
ical conditions" (8) This thesis that history 1s made by 
individuals 1s absolutely meaningless from the theoretical 
standpoint All history consists of the actions of individuals, 
and it 1s the task of social science to explain these actions, 
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so that the refurence to“the right of interfering in the course of 
events" (Mr Mikhailovsky's words, quoted by Mr Struve on p 
8), ıs but empty tautology This is very clearly revealed ın Mr 
Mikhailovsky's last effusion The living individual, he argues, 
moves events through a lane of obstacles placed by the 
elemental forces of historical conditions And what do these 
“historical conditions” consist of? According to the author's 
logic, they consist 1n their turn of the actions of other “hiv- 
ing individuals" A profound philosophy of history, 18 ıt 
not? The hving individual moves events through a hne of 
obstacles placed by other living individuals! And why are 
the actions of some living individuals called elemental, while 
of the actions of others 1t 1s said that they "move events" 
towards previously set aims? It 1s obvious that to search for 
any theoretical meaning here would be an almost hopeless 
undertaking The fact of the matter 1s that the histoncal 
conditions which provided our subjectivists with maternal 
for the "theory" consisted (as they still consist) of antagonis- 
tic relations and gave rse to the expropriation of the produc- 
er Unable to understand these antagonistic relations, 
unable to find in these latter the social elements with which 
the “solitary individuals” could join forces, the subjectivists 
confined themselves to concocting theories which consoled 
the ‘solitary” individuals with the statement that history 1s 
made by “living individuals " The famous “subjective meth- 
od in sociology” expresses nothing, absolutely nothing, 
but good intentions and bad understanding Mr Mikhailov- 
sky's further reasoning, as quoted by the author, 1s striking 
confirmation of this 

European hfe, Mr Mikbailovsky says, “took shape just 
as senselessly and immorally as a river flows or a tree grows 10 
nature A river flows along the hine of least resistance, washes 
away whatever ıt can, even if ıt be a diamond mine, and 
flows around whatever ıt cannot wash away, even if ıt be 
a dunghill Sluices, dams, outlet and inlet canals are built 
on the initiative of human reason and sentiment Such reason 
and sentiment, ıt may be said, were absent (?—P S) when 
the present economic system ın Europe arose They were 1n 
an embryonic state, and their influence on the natural ele- 
mental course of things was insignificant" (9) 

Mr Struve inserts a mark of interrogation, but what 
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perplexes us 13 why he inserts ıt only after one word and not 
after all of them, so meaningless 1s this whole effusion! 
What nonsense it 18 to say that reason and sentiment were 
absent when capitalism arose! Of what does capitalism con- 
sist 1f. not of defimte relations between people—and peopie 
without reason and sentiments are so far unknown And 
what an untruth ıt 15 to say that only “insigmficant” influence 
of the reason and sentiment of “indaviduals living” at that time 
was brought to bear on the “course of things”! Quite the con- 
trary Peopleinsound mind and judgement then erected ex- 
tremely well-made sluices and dams, which forced the refrac- 
tory peasant into the mainstream of capitalist exploitation, 
they created extremely artful by-pass channels of political and 
financial measures through which swept capitalist accumula- 
tion and capitalist expropriation that were not content with 
the action of economic laws alone In a word, all Mr Mikhai- 
lovsky's statements here quoted are so preposterously false 
that they cannot be attributed to theoretical mistakes alone 
They are entirely due to the author's petty-bourgeois stand- 
point Capitalism has already revealed its tendencies quite 
clearly, ıt has developed its inherent antagonism to the full, 
the contradiction of interests has already begun to assume 
definite forms, and 1s even reflected in Russian legislation, 
but the smal) producer stands apart from this struggle He 
1s still taed to the old bourgeois society by his tiny farm, and 
for that reason, though he 1s oppressed by the capitalist 
system, he 1s unable to understand the real causes of his op- 
pression and consoles himself with 11]u**ons about the whole 
trouble lying in the fact that the reason and sentiment of 
people are stil] ın an "embryonic state ” 

“Of course,” continues the ideologist of this petty bour- 
geois, "people have always endeavoured to influence the 
Course of things 1n one way or another " 

But "the course of things" consists of nothing else but 
actions and “influences” of people, and so this again 19 an 
empty phrase 

“But they were guided in ths by the promptings of the 
most meagre experience and by the grossest interests, and 1t 
18 obvious that it was very rarely and only by chance 
that these guides could indicate the path suggested by 
modern science and modern moral ideas” (9) 
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This 18 a petty-bourgeois morality, which condemns 
“grossness of interests” because 1t 1s unable to connect 
its “ideals” with any immediate 1nterests— 1t 1s a petty-bour- 
geois way of shutting one’s eyes to the split which has already 
taken place and which is clearly reflected both ın modern 
science and 1n modern moral ideas 

Naturally, the peculiarities of Mr Maikhailovsky's rea- 
soning remain unchanged even when he passes to Russia 
He “welcomes with all his heart” the equally strange stories 
of a Mr Yakovlev that Russia 1s a tabula rasa, that she 
can begin from the beginning, avoid the mistakes of other 
countries, and so on and so forth And all this 18 said ın the 
full knowledge that this tabula rasa still affords a very firm 
foothold for representatives of the “old-nobility” system, 
with its large-scale landed proprietorship and tremendous 
political privileges, and that 1t provides the basis for the 
rapid development of capitalism, with all its diverse “prog- 
ress" The petty bourgeois faint-heartedly closes his eyes 
to these facts and flies to the realm of innocent day- 
dreams, such as that “we are beginning to live, now that 
science has already mastered certain truths and gained some 
prestige " 

And so, the class origin of the sociological 1deas of Naro- 
dism 1s already clear trom those arguments of Mr Mikhai- 
lovsky's which Mr Struve quotes 

We must object to a remark which Mr Struve directs 
against Mr Mikhailovsky “According to his view,” the 
author says, “there are no insurmountable historical tend- 
encies which, as such, should serve on the one hand asa 
starting-point, and on the other as unavoidable bounds to the 
purposeful activity of individuals and social groups” (11) 

That ıs the language of an objectivist, and not of a Marx- 
ast (matenalist) Between these conceptions (systems of 
views) there 1s a difference, which should be dwelt on, since 
an incomplete grasp of this difference 1s one of the fundamen- 
tal defects of Mr Struve's book and manifests itself in the 
majority of his arguments 

The objectivist speaks of the necessity of a given histori- 
cal process, the matenahst gives an exact picture of the 
given social-economic formation and of the antagonistic re- 
lations to which it gives mse When demonstrating the ne- 
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cessity for a given series of facts, the objectivist always runs 
the risk of becoming an apologist for these facts the mate- 
nalist discloses the class contradictions and 1n so doing de- 
fines his standpoint The objectivist speaks of “insurmount- 
able historical tendencies", the matenalist speaks of the 
class which “directs” the given economic system, giving 
rise to such and such forms of counteraction by other classes 
Thus, on the one hand, the materialist 1s more consistent 
than the objectivist, and gives profounder and fuller effect 
to his objectivism He does not limit himself to speaking of 
the necessity of a process, but ascertains exactly what social- 
economic formation gives the process its content, exactly 
what class determines this necessity In the present case, 
for example, the materialist would not content himself with 
stating the “insurmountable historical tendencies,” but 
would point to the existence of certain classes, which deter- 
mine the content of the given system and preclude the possi- 
bility of any solution except by the action of the producers 
themselves On the other hand, materialism includes parti- 
sanship, so to speak, and enjoins the direct and open adoption 
of the standpoint of a definite social group 1n any assessment 
of events * 

From Mr Mikhailovsky the author passes to Mr Yuzha- 
kov, who represents nothing independent or interesting 
Mr Struve quite justly describes his sociological arguments 
as “flomd language” “devoid of all meaning” It 1s worth 
dwelling on an extremely characteristic (for Narodism 1n 
general) difference between Mr Yuzhakov and Mr Mikhai- 
lovsky Mr Struve notes this difference by calling Mr Yu- 
zhakov a “nationalist,” whereas, he says, “all nationalism 
has always been absolutely alien” to Mr Mikhailovsky, for 
whom, as he himself says, "the question of the people's 
truth embraces not only the Russian people but the labouring 
folk of the whole civilised world " It seems to me that behind 
this difference there 1s also visible the reflection of the dual 
position of the small producer, who 18 a progressive element 
inasmuch as he begins, to use Mr Yuzhakov's unconsciously 


* Concrete examples of Mr Struve's incomplete application of 
materialism and the lack of consistency in his theory of the clase 
struggle will be given below in each particular instance 
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apt expression, "to differentiate from society," and a reac- 
tionary element inasmuch as he fights to preserve his posi- 
tion as a small propnetor and strives to retard economic de- 
velopment That 1s why Russian Narodism, too, 18 able to 
combine progressive, democratic features 1n 1ts doctnne with 
the reactionary features which evoke the sympathy of Mo- 
skovskiye Vedomosti As to the latter features, ıt would be 
difficult, ıt seems to me, to express them more graphically 
than was done by Mr Yuzhakov an the following passage, 
quoted by Mr Struve 

“Only the peasantry has always and everywhere been the 
vehicle of the pure idea of labour Apparently, this same idea 
has been brought into the arena of modern history by the so- 
called fourth estate, the urban proletanat But the substance 
of the idea has undergone such considerable changes that the 
peasant would hardly recognise 1t as the customary basis of 
his way of hfe The right to work, instead of the sacred duty 
of working, the duty of earning one’s bread by the sweat of 
one’s brow” [so that 18 what was concealed behind the “pure 
idea of labour"! The purely feudal idea of the “duty” of the 
peasant to earn bread so as to perform his services? This 
“sacred” duty 18 preached to the poor beast of burden that 1s 
browbeaten and crushed by 1t11*], “then, the separation and 
rewarding of labour, all this agitation about a fair reward for 
labour, as though labour does not create its own reward in 
its fruits", [What 18 this?” Mr Struve asks, "sancta sım- 
pheitas, or something else?" Worse It 1s the apotheosis of 
the docility of the labourer tied to the soil and accustomed 
to work for others for almost nothing], “the differentiation of 
labour from life into some abstract (?!—P S ) category de- 
picted by so many hours of work 1n the factory and having no 
other (?| —P S ) relation, no tie with the daily interests of 
the worker" [the purely petty-bourgeois cowardice of the small 
producer, who at times suffers very severely from the modern 
capitalist organisation, but who fears nothing on earth more 


* The author—as befits a httle bourgeois—is presumably ana- 
ware that the West-European toiling folk have long outgrown the 
stage of development in which they demanded the "nght to work," 
and that they are now on ue n he *nght to be lazy," tbe nght 
to rest from the excessive toil which cripples and oppresses them. 
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than a serious movement against this organisation on the 
part of elements who have become completely "differentiat- 
ed" from every tie with 1t], “finally, the absence of a settled 
life, a domestic hearth created by labour, the changing field 
of labour—ail this 1s entirely alien to the idea of peasant la- 
bour The labour hearth, inherited from their fathers and 
forefathers, labour, whose interests permeate the whole of 
hfe and build its morals—love of the soil, watered by the 
sweat of many generations—all this, which constitutes an 
inalienable and distinguishing feature of peasant life, is 
absolutely unknown to the proletarian working class, and, 
therefore, although the life of the latter 1s a worker's life, 
it ıs built up on bourgeois morality (an individualist mo- 
rality based on the principle of acquired right) or, at best, on 
abstract philosophical morality, but peasant morality has its 
basis ın labour—in the logic of labour and 1ts demands” (18) 
Here the reactionary features of the small producer appear 
in their pure form his wretchedness, which induces him to 
believe that he 1s fated for ever to the “sacred duty" of being 
a beast of burden, his servility, “inherited from his fathers 
and forefathers”, his attachment to a tiny individual farm, 
the fear of losing which compels him to renounce even the 
very thought of a “fair reward” and to be an enemy of al, 
“agitation,” and which, because of the low productivity ot 
Jabour and the fact of the labouring peasant being tied to one 
spot, turns him into a savage and, by virtue of economic con- 
ditions alone, necessarily engenders his wretchedness and 
servility The breakdown of these reactionary features must 
unquestionably be placed to the credit of our bourgeoisie, the 
progressive work of the latter consists precisely in its having 
severed all the ties that bound the working people to the feudal 
system and to feudal traditions It replaced, and 1s still replac- 
ing, the medieval forms of exploitation— which were concealed 
by the personal relations of the lord to his vassal, of the lo- 
cal kulak and buyer-up to the local peasants and handicraíts- 
men, of the patriarchal “modest and bearded millionaire” to 
his “lads,” and which as a result gave rise to ultra-reactionary 
ideas—replacing them by the exploitation of the “European 
type of jaunty entrepreneur,” exploitation which 1s imper- 
sonal, naked and unconcealed, and which therefore shatters 
absurd allusions and dreams It has destroyed the old 1so- 
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lation ("settled life”) of the peasant, who refused to know, 
and could not know, anything but his plot of land, and has 
begun—by socialising labour and vastly increasing its 
produce force the producer into the arena of social 
ife 

With respect to Mr Yuzhakov's argument here given, Mr 
Struve says "Thus Mr Yuzhakov quite clearly documents 
the Slavophil roots of Narodism" (18), and later, summa- 
nsing bus exposition of the sociological ideas of Narodism, 
he adds that the belief 1n "Russia's exceptional development" 
constitutes a "historical tie between Slavophilism and Narod- 
ism,” and that therefore the dispute between the Marxists 
and the Narodniks 1s “a natural continuation of the differ- 
ences between Slavophilism and Westernism” (29) This 
latter statement, 1t seems to me, requires limitation It 18 
indisputable that the Narodniks are very much to blame 
for a jingoism of the lowest type (Mr Yuzhakov, for ın- 
stance) It 1s also indisputable that to ignore Marx's socio- 
logical method and his presentation of questions concerning 
the direct producers ıs, to those Russian people who desire 
to represent the interests of these direct producers, equiva- 
lent to complete alienation from Western “civilisation ” 
But the essence of Narodism hes deeper, 1t does not he 1n the 
doctrine of exceptional development nor 1n Slavophilism, but 
1n representing the interests and ideas of the Russian small 
producer This 1s why among the Narodmks there were 
writers (and they were the best of the Narodniks) who, as Mr 
Struve himself admitted, had nothing ın common with 
Slavophilism, and who even admitted that Russia had 
entered the same road as Western Europe You will never 
understand Russian Narodism through the medium of such 
categories as Slavophilism and Westermsm Narodism re- 
flected a fact ın Russian hfe which was almost non-existent 
1n the period of the mse of Slavophilism and Westernism, 
namely, the contradiction between the interests of labour 
and of capital It reflected this fact through the prism of the 
hving conditions and interests of the small producer, and 
therefore did so 1n a distorted and cowardly way, creating 
a theory which did not give prominence to the antagonism 
of social 1nterests, but to sterile hopes 1n a different path of 
development And it 1s our duty to correct this mistake of 
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Narodism, to show which social group can become the real 
representative of the interests of the direct producers 


Let us now pass to the second chapter of Mr Struve's book, 

The author's plan of exposition 1s as follows first he out- 
linee the general considerations which lead us to regard 
materialism as the only correct method of social scier ce, 
then he expounds the views of Marx and Engels, and, finally, 
he applies the conclusions reached to certain phenomena of 
Russian life In view of the particular importance of the 
subject of this chapter, we shall endeavour to analyse its 
contents 1n greater detail and to note those points which 
provoke disagreement 

The author begins with the entirely correct contention 
that a theory which reduces the social process to the actions 
ot “hving individuals,” who “set themselves aims” and 
“move events,” ıs the result of a misunderstanding No- 
body, of course, ever thought of ascribing to “a social 
group an existence independent of the individuals forming 
it" (31), but the point is that “the concrete individual 18 
a product of all past and contemporary individuals, 1 e, 
of a social group” (31) Let us explain the author's idea 
History, Mr Mikhailovsky argues, is made by “the hving 
individual with al) his thoughts and feelings” Quite true 
But what determines these "thoughts and feelings”? Can 
one senously support the view that they arise accidentally 
and do not follow necessanly from the given social environ- 
ment, which serves as the material, the object of the individ- 
ual's spiritual hfe, and 18 reflected in his "thoughts and 
feelings” positively or negatively, ın the representation of 
the interests of one social class or another? And further, by 
what criteria are we to judge the real “thoughts and feelings" 
of real 1ndividyals? Naturally, there can be only one such 
criterion—the actions of these individuals And since we are 
dealing only with social “thoughts and feelings,” one should 
add the social actions of individuals, 1e, social facts 
“When we separate the social group from the individual,” 
says Mr Struve, “we understand by the former all the 
vaned interactions between individuals which arise out 
of social life and acquire objective form 1n custom and law, 


1n morals and morality, 1n religious ideas" (32) In other 
words the materialist sociologist, taking the definite social 
relations of people as the object of his inquiry, by that very 
fact also studies the real individuals from whose actions these 
relations are formed The subjectivist sociologist, when he 
begins his argument supposedly with “hving individuals,” 
actually begins by endowing these individuals with such 
“thoughts and feelings" as he considers rational (for by 180- 
laung his "individuals" from the concrete social environ- 
ment he deprived himself of the possibility of studying their 
real thoughts and feelings), 1 e , he "starts with a utopia," 
as Mr Mikbailovsky was obliged to admit * And since, 
further, this sociologist’s own ideas of what 1s rational re- 
flect (without his realising 1t) the given social environment, 
the final conclusions he draws from his argument, which seem 
to him a “pure” product of “modern science and modern moral 
ideas” ın fact only reflect the standpoint and interests ,,, 
of the petty bourgeoisie 

This last point—1e, that a special sociological theory 
about the role of the individual, or about the subjective 
method, replaces a critical, materialist inquiry by a utopia— 
18 particularly important and, since 1t has been omitted by 
Mr Struve, ıt deserves to be dwelt on a little 

Let us take as an illustration the common Narodnik argu- 
ment about the handicraftsman The Narodmik describes the 
pitiable condition of this handicraftsman, the miserable level 
of hus production, the monstrous way 1n which he 1s exploited 
by the buyer-up, who pockets the hon's share of the product 
and leaves the producer a few coppers for a 16 to 18 hour 
working day and concludes that the wretched level of produc- 
tion aud the exploitation of the handicraftsman's labour are 
an ugly side of the present system But the handicraftsman 
1» not a wage-worker, that 1s a good side The good side must 
be preserved and the bad side destroyed, and for this purpose 
handicraft artels must be organised Here you have the com- 
plete Narodmk argument 

The Marxist argues differently Acquaintance with the 
condition of an industnal pursuit evokes 1n him, 1n addition 


* Works, Vol. U1, p 155, “Sociology Must Start with Some Uto- 
pia 
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to the question of whether 1t 1s good or bad, the question of 
how the industry 18 organised, 1e , what are the relations 
between the handicraftsmen 1n the production of the given 
product and why just these and no others And he sees that 
this organisation 18 commodity production, 1 e, production 
by separate producers, connected with one another by the 
market The product of the individual producer, destined for 
consumption by others, can reach the consumer and give 
the producer the right to receive another social product only 
after assuming the form of money, 1e, after undergoing 
preliminary social evaluation, both qualitatively and quan- 
tatatavely And this evaluation takes place behind the back 
of the producer, through market fluctuations These market 
fluctuations, which are unknown to the producer and inde- 
pendent of him, are bound to cause inequality among the 
producers, are bound to accentuate this inequality, 1mpover- 
ishing some and putting others ın possession of money =the 
product of social labour The cause of the power of the money 
owner, the buyer-up, 18 therefore clear it 1s that he alone, 
among the handicraftsmen who hive from day to day, at most 
from week to week, possesses money, 1e, the product of 
earlier social labour, which in his hands becomes capital, 
an instrument for approprating the surplus product of 
other handicraftsmen Hence, the Marxist concludes, under 
such a system of social economy the expropnation and the 
exploitation of the producer are absolutely inevitable, and 
so are the subordination of the propertyless to the proper- 
ted and the contradiction between their interests which 
provides the content of the scientific conception of the class 
struggle And, consequently, the interests of the producer 
do not, 1n any way, lie 1n reconciling these contradictory 
elements, but, on the contrary, 1n developing the contradic- 
tion and ın developing the consciousness of this contradic- 
tion. We see that the growth of commodity production leads 
to such a development of the contradiction here 1n Russia, 
too as the market widens and production grows, merchant 
eapital becomes industrial capital Machine industry, by 
finally destroying small, 1solated production (at has already 
been radically undermined by the buyer-up), socialises la- 
bour The system of Plusmacherei, which 1n handicraít pro- 
duction 1s obscured by the apparent independence of the hand- 
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icraftsman and the apparent fortuitousness of the power of 
the buyer-up, now becomes clear and 1s fully revealed "La- 
bour,” which even in handicraft industry participated in 
“lıfe” only by presenting the surplus product to the buyers- 
up, 18 now finally "differentiated from life” of bourgeois 
society This society discards 1t with utter frankness, giving 
full fruition to its basic principle that the producer can 
secure the means of subsistence only when he finds an owner 
of money who will condescend to appropnate the surplus 
product of his labour And what the handicraftsman ‘land 
his adeologist—the Narodmk) could not understand—the 
profound class character of the aforementioned contradic- 
t10n— becomes self-evident to the producer That ıs why the 
interests of the handicraftsman can be represented only by 
this advanced producer 

Let us now compare these arguments from the angle of 
their sociological method 

The Narodnik assures us that he 18 a realist "History 18 
made by living individuals,” and I, he declares, begin with 
the “feelings” of the handicraftsman, whose attitude 1s hostile 
to the present system, and with his thoughts about the crea- 
tion of a better system, whereas the Marxist argues about 
some sort of necessity and inevitability, he 1s a mystic and 
a metaphysician 

It 1s true, this mystic rejoins, that history 18 made by 
“hving individuals"—and 1, when examining why social 
relations ın handicraft industry have assumed such a form 
and no other (you have not even raised this question!), in 
fact examined how “living individuals" have made «heir 
history and are still making ıt And I had a reliable criterion 
to show that I was dealing with real, “living” individuals, 
with real thoughts and feelings this cmtenon was that their 
“thoughts and feelings” had already found expression in 
actions and had created definite social relations True, I 
never say that “history ıs made by living individuals” (be- 
cause 1t seems to me that this 1s an empty phrase), but when 
I investigate actual social relations and their actual devel- 
opment, I am ın fact examining the product of the activi- 
ties of hving individuals But though you talk of “hving 
individuals,” you actually make your starting-point not the 
*hving individual,” with the “thoughts and feelings” actually 
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created by his conditions of life, by the given system of re- 
lations of production, but a marionette, and stuff its head 
with your own “thoughts and feelings” Naturally, such a 
pursuit only leads to pious dreams, life passes you by, and 
you pass hfe by * But that 1s not all Just see what you 
are stuffing into the head of this marionette, and what 
measures you are advocating In recommending the artel 
as "the path suggested by modern science and modern moral 
ideas,” you did not pay attention to one little circumstance, 
namely, the whole organisation of our social economy Since 
you did not understand that this 18 a capitalist economy, you 
did not notice that on this basis all possible artels are noth- 
ing but petty palliatives, which do not ın the least remove 
either the concentration of the means of production, in- 
cluding money, 1n the hands of a minority (this concentra- 
tion 18 an indisputable fact), or the complete impoverish- 
ment of the vast mass of the population—palliatives which 
at best will only elevate a handful of individual bandi- 
craftsmen to the ranks of the petty bourgeoisie From an 
ideologist of the working people you turn into an ideolo- 
gist of the petty bourgeoisie 

Let us, however, return to Mr Struve Having shown the 
emptiness of the Narodniks' arguments regarding the "in- 
dividual," he continues "That sociology does indeed always 
strive to reduce the elements of individuality to social 
sources 18 corroborated by every attempt to explain any big 
phase 1n historical evolution When the ‘historical individual’ 
or the ‘great man’ 1s referred to, there 1s always a tendency 
to represent him as the ‘vehicle’ of the spirit of a certain 
era, as the representative of his tame—and his actions, his 
successes and failures, as a necessary result of the whole 
preceding course of affairs” (32) This general tendency of 
every attempt to explain social phenomena, 1 e , to create a 
social science, ^is clearly expressed 1n the doctrine that the 
class struggle 1s the basic process ın social evolution Since 


* “Practice mercilessly curtails it" ("the possibility of a new 
historical path"), “it shrinks one might say, from day to day” (Mr 
Mikhailovsky, as quoted by P, Struve py 16) What shrinks, of 
course, is not the “possibility,” which never existed, but illusions. 
And a good thing, too 
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the individual had been discarded, some other element had 
to be found The social group proved to be such an element” 
(33) Mr Struve is absolutely mght when he says that the theo- 
ry of the class struggle crowns, so to speak, the general en- 
deavour of sociology to reduce ‘the elements of individual- 
ity to social sources” Furthermore, the theory of the class 
struggle for the first tıme pursues this endeavour so complete- 
ly and consistently as to raise sociology to the level of a 
science This was achieved by the materialist definition of 
the concept "group " In itself, this concept 1s still too 1n- 
defintte and arbitrary religious, ethnographical, political, 
juridical and other phenomena may also be considered as 
entera distinguishing "groups " There 18 no firm token by 
which particular “groups” in each of these spheres can be 
distinguished The theory of the class struggle, however, 
represents a tremendous acquisition for social science for 
the very reason that 1t lays down the methods by which the 
individual can be reduced to the social with the utmost 
precision and definiteness Firstly, this theory worked out 
the concept of the social-economic formation Taking as its 
starting-point a fact that 1s fundamental to all human soci- 
ety, namely, the mode of procuring the means of subsistence, 
1t connected up with this the relations between people 
formed under the influence of the given modes of procuring the 
means of subsistence, and showed that this system of rela- 
tions (“relations of production,” to use Marx’s terminology) 
1s the basis of society, which clothes itself in political and 
legal forms and in definite trends of social thought Accord- 
ing to Marx’s theory, each such system of production rela- 
tions 18 a specific social organism, whose inception, func- 
tioning, and transition to a higher form, conversion into 
another social organism, are governed by specific laws 
This theory applied to social science that objective, general 
scientific criterion of repetition which the subjectivists 
declared could not be applied to sociology They argued, in 
fact, that owing to the tremendous complexity and vanety 
of social phenomena they could not be studied without 
separating the important from the unimportant, and that 
such a separation could be made only from the viewpoint of 
“critically thinking” and “morally developed” individuals 
And they thus happily succceded in transforming social 
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science into a series of sermons on petty-bourgeois morality, 
samples of which we have seen 1n the case of Mr Mikhailov- 
sky, who philosophised about the inexpediency of history 
and about a path directed by “the light of science” It was 
these arguments that Marx’s theory severed at the very root 
The distinction between the 1mportant and the ummportant 
was replaced by the distinction between the economic struc- 
ture of society, as the content, and the political and 1deolog- 
ical form The very concept of the economic structure was 
exactly explained by refuting the views of the earher econ- 
omists, who saw laws of nature where there 1s room only for 
the laws of a specific, historically defined system of relations 
of production The subjectivists' arguments about “society” 
in general, meaningless arguments that did not go beyond 
petty-bourgeois utopias (because even the possibility of 
generalising the most vaned social systems into special types 
of social organisms was not ascertained), were replaced by an 
investigation of definite forms of the structure of society 
Secondly, the actions of "hving individuals" within the 
bounds of each such social-economic formation, actions infi- 
nitely varied and apparently not lending themselves to any 
systematisation, were generalised and reduced to the actions 
of groups of 1ndividuals differing from each other ın the part 
they played in the system of production relations, ın the 
conditions of production, and, consequently, 1n their condi- 
tions of hfe, and in the interests determined by these condi- 
tions—in a word, to the actions of classes, the struggle be- 
tween which determined the development of society This 
refuted the childishly naive and purely mechamcal view 
of history held by the sub jectivists, who contented themselves 
with the meaningless thesis that history 1s made by hving 
individuals, and who refused to examine what social condi- 
tions determine their actions, and exactly in what way 
Subjectivism was replaced by the view that the social proc- 
ess 1s a process of natural history—a view without which, 
of course, there could be no social science Mr Struve very 
justly remarks that “ignoring the individual in sociology, 
or rather, removing him from sociology, 18 essentially a 
particular instance of the striving for scientific knowledge" 
(33), and that “individualities” exist. not only 1n the spir- 
tual but also in the physical world The whole point is 
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that the reduction of “individualities” to certain general 
laws was accomplished for the physical realm long ago, while 
for the social realm 1t was firmly established only by Marx s 
theory 

Another objection made by Mr Struve to the sociological 
theory of the Russian subjectivists is that, 10 addition to 
all the above-mentioned arguments, 'sociology cannot 
under any circumstances recognise what we call individual- 
ity as a primary fact, since the very concept of individuality 
(which 1s not subject to further explanation) aud the tact 
that corresponds to 1t are the result ot a long social process” 
(30) This is a very true thought, aud 1s all the more worthy 
of being dwelt on because the author’s argument contains 
certain inaccuracies He cites the views of Simmel, who, 
he declares, proved in his Soctal Differential ion the direct 1n- 
terdependence between the development of the individual 
and the differentiation of the group to which the individual 
belongs Mr Struve contrasts this thesis with Mr Mikhailov- 
sky's theory of the inverse dependence between the develop- 
ment of the individual and the differentiation ( heteroge- 
neity’) of society "In an undifferentiated environment,” 
Mr Struve objects, “the individual will be ‘harmoniously 
antegral’ in his ‘homogeneity and impersonahty ' A real 
individual cannot be ‘an aggregate of all the features 
1üherent in the human organism in general,’ simply because 
such a fulness of content exceeds the powers of the real 1n- 
dividual” (38-39) “In order that the individual may be dif- 
ferentiated, he must live in a differentiated environment '(39) 

It 1s not clear from this exposition how exactly Simmel 
formulates the question and how he argues But as transmit- 
ted by Mr Struve the formulation of the question suffers 
from the same defect that we find ın Mr Mikhailovsky's 
case Abstract reasoning about how far the development 
(and well-being) of the individual depends on the differenti- 
ation of society 18 quite unscientific, because no correlation 
can be established that will suit every form of social struc- 
ture. The very concepts “differentiation,” “heterogeneity,” 
and so on, acquire absolutely different meanings, devending 
on the particular social environment to which they are ap- 
plied, Mr. Mikhailovsky's fundamental error consists precise- 
ly ın the abstract dogmatism of his reasoning, which en- 
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deavours to embrace “progress” 1n general, instead of study- 
ing the concrete “progress” of some concrete social forma- 
tion When Mr Struve sets his own general theses (described 
above) against Mr Maikhailovsky, he repeats the latter's 
mistake by abandoning the depiction and explanation of a 
concrete progress in the realm of nebulous and unfounded 
dogmas Let us take an example “The harmonious integrity 
of the individual 1s determined as td 1ts content by the degree 
of development, 1 e, differentiation of the group,” says Mr 
Struve, and puts this phrase 1n italics But what are we to 
understand here by the "differentiation" of the group? Has 
the abolition of serfdom accentuated or weakened this "dif- 
ferentiation”? Mr Mikhailovsky answers the question in 
the latter sense (“What Is Progress?"), Mr Struve would 
most likely answer 1t 1n the former sense, on the grounds of 
the increased social division of labour The former had ın 
mind the abolition of social-estate distinctions, the latter, 
the creation of economic distinctions The term, as you see, 
18 so indefinite that ıt can be stretched to cover opposite 
things Another example The transition from capitalist 
manufacture to large-scale machine industry may be regarded 
as diminution of “differentiation,” for the detailed division 
of labour among specialised workers ceases Yet there can be 
no doubt that the conditions for the development of the 1nd1- 
viduahty are far more favourable (for the worker) precisely 
1n the latter case The conclusion 1s that the very formulation 
of the question 1s incorrect The author himself admits that 
there 1s also an antagonism between the individual and the 
group (to which Mr Mikhailovsky also refers) “But life,” 
he adds, "is never made up of absolute contradictions in hfe 
everything 18 mobile and relative, and at the same time all 
the separate sides are in a state of constant interaction" 
(39) 1f that 1s so, why was 1t necessary to speak of absolute 
interrelations between the group and the individual, inter- 
relations having no connection with the strictly defined 
phase ın the development of a definite social formation? 
Why could not the whole argument have been transferred 
to the concrete process of evolution of Russia? The author 
has made an attempt to formulate the question in this way, 
and had he adhered to 1t consistently his argument would 
have gained a great deal "It was only the division of labour— 
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mankind's fall from grace, according to Mr Mikhailovsky's 
doctrine—that created the conditions for the development 
of the ‘individual’ in whose name Mr Mikhailovsky justly 
protests against the modern forms of division of labour" 
(38) That is excellently put, only 1n place of “division of 
labour’ he should have said “capitalism,” and, even more 
narrowly, Russian capitalism Capitalism is. progressive 
in its significance precisely because ıt has destroyed the 
old cramped conditions of human lıfe that created men- 
tal stultification and prevented the producers from taking 
their destinies into their own hands The tremendous devel- 
opment of trade relations and world exchange and the constant 
migrations of vast masses of the population have shattered 
the age-old fetters of the tribe, family and territorial commu- 
nity, and created that variety of development, that “vanety 
of talents and wealth of social relationships,”* which plays 
so great a part in the modern history of the West In Russia 
this process has been fully manifested in the post-Reform 
era, when the ancient forms of labour very rapidly collapsed 
and prime place was assumed by the purchase and sale of 
labour-power, which tore the peasant from the patriarchal, 
semi-feudal family, from the stupefying conditions of village 
hte and replaced the semi-feudal forms of appropriation of 
surplus-value by purely capitalist forms This economic 
process has been reflected 1n the social sphere by a “general 
heighteming of the sense of individuality,” by the middle-class 
intellectuals squeezing the landlord class out of “society,” 
by a heated literary war against senseless medieval restric- 
tions on the individual, and so on The Narodniks will prob- 
ably not deny that ıt was post-Reform Russia which pro- 
duced this heightened sense of individuality, of personal 
dignity But they do not ask themselves what matenal 
conditions led to this Nothing of the kind, of course, could 
have happened under serfdom And so the Narodmk wel- 
comes the “emancipatory” Reform, never noticing that he 1s 
guilty of the same short-sighted optimism as the bourgeois 
historians of whom Marx wrote that they regarded the peas- 
ant Reform through the clair-obscure of “emancipation,” 
without observing that this “emancipation” only consisted 


* K Marx, Der achtzehnte Brumaire, S. 98, us w ™ 
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in the replacement of one form by another, the replacement 
of the feudal surplus product by bourgeois surplus-value 
Exactly the same thing has happened in our country The 
*old-nobihty" economy, by tying men to their localities 
and dividing the population into handfuls of subjects of 
individual lords, brought about the suppression of the 
individual And then capitalism freed him of all feudal 
fetters, made him independent in respect of the market, 
made him a commodity owner (and as such the equal of all 
other commodity owners), and thus heightened his sense 
of individuality If the Narodnik gentlemen are filled with 
pharisaic horror when they hear talk of the progressive 
character of Russian capitalism, ıt 15 only because they 
do not reflect on the material conditions which make for 
those “benefits of progress” that mark post-Reform Russia 
When Mr Muikhailovsky begins his "sociology" with the 
“individual” who protests against Russian capitalism as 
an accidental and temporary deviation of Russia from 
the mght path, he defeats his own purpose because he 
does not realise that 1t was capitalism alone that created 
the conditions which made possible this protest of the 
individual From this example we see once again the 
changes needed ın Mr Struve’s arguments The question 
should have been made entirely one of Russian realities, 
of ascertaining what actually exists and why 1t 18 so and not 
otherwise It was not for nothing that the Narodniks 
based their whole sociology not on an analysis of reality 
but on arguments about what “might be”, they could not 
help seeing that reality was mercilessly destroying their 
illusions 

The author concludes his examination of the theory of 
“individuals” with the following formulation “To sociol- 
ogy, the individual js a function of the environment,” 
“the individual 18 here a tormal concept, whose content 1s 
supplied by an investigation of the social group" (40) 
This last comparison brings out very well the contrast be- 
tween subjectivism and materialism When they argued 
about the “individual,” the subjectivists defined the content 
of this concept (1e, the “thoughts and feelings” of the 1n- 
dividual, his social acts) a prion, that 13, they insinuated 
their utopias instead of "investigating the social group " 
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Another "important aspect" of materialism, Mr Struve 
continues, "consists 1n economic materialism subordinating 
the 1dea to the fact, and consciousness and what should be 
to being" (40) Here, of course, “subordinating the 1dea" means 
assigning to it a subordinate position in the explanation of 
social phenomena The Narodnik subjectivists do exactly the 
opposite they base their arguments on "ideals," without 
bothering about the fact that these ideals can only be a 
certain reflection of reality, and, consequently, must be 
venfied by facts, must be based on facts But then this latter 
thesis will be incomprehensible to the Narodmk without 
explanation How 1s that? —he asks himself, ideals should 
condemn facts, show how to change them, they should 
verify facts, and not be verified by them To the Narodnik, 
who is accustomed to hover in the clouds, this appears 
to be a compromise with facts Let us explain 

The existence of "working for others," the existence of 
exploitation, will always engender ideals opposite to this 
system both among the exploited themselves and among 
certain members of the "intelhgentsia " 

These ideals are extremely valuable to the Marxist, 
he argues with Narodism only on the basis of these ideals, 
he argues exclusively about the construction of these 1deals 
and ther realisation 

The Narodnik thinks 1t enough to note the fact that gives 
rise to such ideals, then to refer to the legitimacy of the 
ideal from the standpoint of "modern science and modern 
moral ideas" [and he does not realise that these "modern 
ideas” are only concessions made by West-European “public 
opinion” to the new rising force], and then to call upon 
arid and the "state" to ensure it, safeguard it, organ- 
ise 1t 

The Marxist proceeds from the same ideal, he does not 
compare it with "modern science and modern moral deas, 
however,"* but with the existing class contradictions, and 
therefore does not formulate 1t as a demand put forward by 


* Engels, in Herrn E Duhrings Umwalsung der Wissenschaft 
(Herr Eugen Duhring s Revolution in Science [Anti Duhring]—Ed ), 
very aptly points out that this is the old psychological method of 
comparing one s own concept with another concept, with a cast of 
another fact, and not with the fact it reflects =? 
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"science," but by such and such a class, a demand engendered 
by such and such social relations (which are to be objectively 
investigated), and achievable only in such and such a way 
1n consequence of such and such properties of these rela- 
tons If ideals are not based on facts in this way, they will 
only remain pious wishes, with no chance of being accepted 
by the masses and, hence, of being realised 

Having thus stated the general theoretical propositions 
which compel the recognition of materiahsm as the only 
correct, method of social science, Mr Struve proceeds to 
expound the views of Marx and Engels, quoting principally 
the works of the latter This 18 an extremely interesting 
and instructive part of the book 

The author's statement that "nowhere does one meet with 
such misunderstanding of Marx as among Russian publi- 
cists” (44) 18 an extremely just one In illustration, he first of 
all cites Mr Mikhailovsky, who regards Marx's "historico- 
philosophical theory” as nothing more than an explanation of 
the "genesis of the capitalist system " Mr Struve quite nghtly 
protests against this Indeed, it 18 a highly characteristic 
fact Mr Mikhailovsky has written about Marx many times, 
but he has never even hinted at the relation of Marz's 
method to the "subjective method in sociology” Mr Mı- 
khailovsky has written about Capital and has declared his 
“solidarity” (?) with Marx's economic doctrine, but he has 
passed over 1n complete silence the question—for example— 
of whether the Russian subjectivists are not following the 
method of Proudhon, who wanted to refashion commodity 
economy in accordance with his ideal of justice * In what 
way does this criterion (of justice— justice éternelle) differ 
from Mr Mikhailovsky'scriterron. "modern science and mod- 
ern moral ideas"? Mr Muikhailovsky has always protested 
vigorously against identifying the method of social sciences 
with that of the natural sciences, so why did he not object 
to Marx's statement that Proudhon's method 1s as absurd 
as would be that of a chemist who wanted to transform metab- 
olism in accordance with the laws of "affinity" instead 
of studying the "real laws of metabolism"? Why did he not 
object to Marx's view that the social process 1s a “process of 


* Das Kapital, | B 2te Auf S 62, Anm 38 '” 
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natural history"? It cannot be explained by non-ac- 
quaintance with the literature, the explanation. evident- 
ly hes am an utter failure or refusal to understand 
Mr Struve, ıt seems to me, is the first. in our hter- 
ature to have pointed this out—aud that 1s greatly to his 
credit 

Let us now pass to those of the author's statements on 
Marxism which evoke criticism “We cannot but admit,” 
says Mr Struve, “that a purely philosophical proof of this 
doctrine has not yet been provided, and that 1t has not yet 
coped with the vast concrete material presented by world 
history What 1s needed, evidently, 1s a reconsideration of 
the facts from the standpoint of the new theory, what 1s 
needed 18 a criticism of the theory from the angle of the facts 
Perhaps much of the one-sidedness and the over-hasty gener- 
alisations will be abandoned” (46) It ıs not -quite clear 
what the author means by “a purely philosophical proof ” 
From the standpoint of Marx and Engels, philosophy has no 
right to a separate, independent existence, and its matenal 
1s divided among the various branches of positive science 
Thus one might understand philosophical proof to mean either 
a comparison of 1ts premises with the firmly established laws 
of other sciences [and Mr Struve himself admitted that even 
psychology provides propositions impelling the abandonment 
of subjectivism and the adoption of materialism], or expe- 
rience 1n the application of this theory And in this con- 
nection we have the statement of Mr Struve himself that 
“materialism will always be entitled to credit for having 
provided a profoundly scientific and truly philosophical 
(author's italics) interpretation of a number (NB) of 
vastly 1mpcrtant historical facts" (50) This latter statement 
contains the author's recognition that materialism 1s the 
only scientific method 1n sociology, and hence, of course, 
a “reconsideration of the facts" 1s required from this stand- 
point, especially a reconsideration of the facts of Russian 
history and present-day reality, which have been so zeal- 
ously distorted by the Russian subjectivists As regards 
the last remark about possible “one-sidedness” and “over- 
hasty generalisations," we shall not dwell on this general, 
and therefore vague, statement, but shall turn directly to 
one of the amendments made by the author, ‘who 1s not 
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infected with orthodoxy,” to the “over-hasty generalisa- 
taons” of Marx 

The subject 1s the state Denying the state, “Marx and his 
followers went too farın their criticism of the modern 
state" and were guilty of “one-sidedness " “The state,” Mr 
Struve says, correcting this extravagance, “is first of all the 
organisation of order, 1t 18, however, the orgamsation of rule 
(class rule) 1n a society 1n which the subordination of cer- 
tain groups to others 1s determined by 1ts economic structure” 
(53) Tribal life, ın the author's opinion, knew the state, 
and ıt will remain even after classes are abolished, for the 
criterion of the state 1s coercive power 

It ıs simply amazing that the author, criucising Marx 
from his professorial standpoint, does so with such a surpris- 
ing lack of arguments First of all, he quite wrongly regards 
coercive power as the distinguishing feature of the state there 
18 a Coercive power in every human community, and there 
was one 1n the tribal system and 1n the family, but there was 
nostate "An essential feature of the state," says Engels 1n 
the work from which Mr Struve took the quotation about the 
state, “is a public power distinct from the mass of the people" 
(Ursprung der Familie u s w , 2te Aufl, S 84 Russ trans, 
p 109),'' and somewhat earlier he speaks of the institution 
of the naucrary!'* and says that ıt “undermined the tribal 
system 1n two ways firstly, by creating a public power (offent- 
liche Gewalt), which simply no longer coincided with the sum- 
total of the armed people" (ib , S 79, Russ trans , p 105) "* 
Thus the distinguishing feature of the state 18 the existence 
of a separate class of people 1n whose hands power 18 concen- 
trated Obviously, nobody could use the term “state” 1n ref- 
erence to a community ın which the “organisation of order" 
1s administered in turn by all its members Furthermore, 
Mr Struve’s arguments are stil] more unsubstantial ın re- 
lation to the modern state To say of 1t that 1t 1s “first of 
all (sic!?!) the organisation of order" ıs to fail to understand 
one of the most important points 1n Marx's theory In mod- 
ern society the bureaucracy 1s the particular stratum which 
has power in its hands The direct and intimate connec- 
tion between this organ and the bourgeois class, which domi- 
nates in modern society, 1s apparent both from history (the 
bureaucracy was the first political instrument of the bourgeoi- 
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sie against the feudal lords, and against the representatives 
of the “old-nobility” system 1n general, and marked the first 
appearance ın the arena of political rule of people who were 
not high-born landowners, but commouers, “middle class") 
and from the very conditions of the formation and recruit- 
ment of this class, which 1s open only to bourgeois “off- 
spnng of the people," and 1s connected with that bourgeoisie 
by thousands of strong ties * The author's mistake 1s all 
the more unfortunate because ıt 1s precisely the Russian 
Narodniks, against whom he conceived the excellent idea of 
doing battle, who have no notion that every bureaucracy, 
by its histoncal ongin, its contemporary source, and its 
purpose, 1s purely and exclusively a bourgeois institution, 
an institution. to which only ideologists of the petty 
bourgeoisie are capable of turning in the interests of the 
producer 

it 1s also worth while to dwell a httle on the attitude of 
Marxism to ethics On pp 64-65 the author quotes the ex- 
cellent explanation given by Engels of the relation between 
freedom and necessity “Freedom is the appreciation of 
necessity "'* Far from assuming fatahsm, determinism in 
fact provides a basis for reasonable action One cannot re- 
frain from adding that the Russian subjectivists could not 
understand even such an elementary question as freedom of 
will Mr Mikhailovsky helplessly confused determinism with 
fatalism and found a solution — in trying to sit between two 
stools, not desiring to deny the functioning of laws, he asserted 
that freedom of will 1s a fact of our consciousness (properly 
speaking, this ıs Mirtov's idea borrowed by Mr Mikhailovsky) 
and can therefore serve as a basis of ethics It 1s clear that, 
apphed to sociology, these ideas could provide nothing but a 
utopia or a vapid morality which ignores the class struggle 
going oa ın society One therefore cannot deny the justice 


“Cf K Marx, Bargerkrieg in Frankreich, S 23, Leipzig, 1876, 
and Der achtsehnte Brumaire S 4546 Hamburg 1845) i "But 
it 15 precisely with the maiatenance of that extensive state machine 
in its numerous ramifications "[refernng to the bureaucracy)" that tbe 
material interests of the French bourgeoisie are interwovem in the 
closest fashion Here ıt finds posts for its surplus population and 
makes up in the form of state salames for what ıt cannot pocket in 
the form of profits, interest, reats and bonoranums." 
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of Sombart's remark that “im Marxism itself there 1s not a 
grain of ethics trom beginning to end", theoretically, 1t sub- 
ordinates the "ethical standpoint" to the "principle of cau- 
sality’, 1n practice it reduces it to the class struggle 

Mr Struve supplements his exposition of materialism by 
an evaluation from the materialist standpoint of “two tac- 
tors which play a very important part in all Narodiik 
arguments"—the “intelligentsia” and the "state" (70) This 
evaluation again reflects the author's "unorthodoxy" noted 
above in regard to his objectivism “If all social 
groups ın general represent a real force only to the extent 
that they constitute social classes or adhere to them, 
then, evidently, ‘the non-estate intelligentsia’ 1s not a real 
social force" (70) Of course, 1m the abstract and theoretical 
sense the author 1s nght He takes the Narodniks at their 
word, so to speak You say 1t 1s the intelligentsia that must 
direct Russia along "different paths"—but you do not under- 
stand that since 1t does not adhere to any class, 1t 1s a cipher 
You boast that the Russian non-estate intelhgentsia has 
always been distinguished for the “purity” of 1ts ideas—but 
that 1s exactly why it bas always been impotent The au- 
thor's criticism 1s confined to comparing the absurd Narodmk 
idea of the ommpotence of the intelligentsia with his own 
perfectly correct idea of the "impotence of the intelligentsia 
in the economic process” (71) But this comparison 18 not 
enough In order to judge of the Russian “non-estate intel- 
ligentsia” as a special group in Russian society which 18 80 
characteristic of the whole post-Reform era—an era ın which 
the noble was finally squeezed out by the commoner—and 
which undoubtedly played and is still playing a certain 
historical role, we must compare the ideas, and still more 
the programmes, of our “non-estate intelligentsia” with the 
position and the interests of the given classes of Russian society 
To remove the possibility of our being suspected of partial- 
ity, we shall not make this companson ourselves, but shall 
confine ourselves to referring to the Narodnik whose article 
was commented on 1n Chapter I The conclusion that follows 
from all his comments 15 quite definite, namely, that Russia's 
advanced, liberal, “democratic” intelligentsia was a bourgeois 
intelligentsia The fact of the intelligentsia being “non- 
estate” ın no way precludes the class origin of its ideas The 
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bourgeoisie has always and everywhere risen against feudal- 
1sm 1n the name of the abolition of the soc'al estates—and 
yn our country, too, the old-nobility, social-estate system 
was opposed by the non-estate intelligentsia The bourgeoi- 
sie always and everywhere opposed the obsolete framework 
of the social estates and other medieval institutions in the 
name of the whole “people,” within which class contradictions 
were still undeveloped And 1t was right, both in the West 
and 1n Russia, because the institutions criticised were actu- 
ally hampering everybody As soon as the social-estate system 
in Russia was dealt a decisive blow (1861), antagonism with- 
in the "people" immediately became apparent, and at the 
same time, and by virtue of this, antagonism became appar- 
ent within the non-estate intelligents1a— between the hb- 
erals and the Narodniks, the ideologists of the peasants 
(among whom the first Russian ideologists of the direct pro- 
ducers did not see, and, indeed, 1t was too early for them to 
see, the formation of opposed classes) Subsequent economic 
development led to a more complete disclosure of the social 
contradictions within Russian society, and compelled the 
recognition of the fact that the peasantry was splitting inlo 
a rural bourgeoisie and a proletamat Narodism has rejected 
Marxism*and has become almost completely the ideology 
of the petty bourgeoisie The Russian “non-estate intelh- 
gentsia,” therefore, represents “a real social force” inasmuch 
as it defends general bourgeois interests * If, nevertheless, 
this force was not able to create institutions suitable to the 
interests 1t defended, 1f it was unable to change “the atmos- 
phere of contemporary Russian culture" (Mr V V), if 
“active democracy 1n the era of the political struggle" gave 
way to "social indifferentism” (Mr V V in Nedelya, 1894, 
No 47), the cause of this hes not only 1n the dreaminess of 


* The petty-bourgeois nature of the vast majority of the Na- 
rodniks' wishes has been pointed out in Chapter | Wishes that do 
not come under this description (such as “socialisation of labour”) 
hold a minute place in odern Narodism Both Russkoye Bogatstvo 
(1893, Nos 11 12, Yuzhakov s article on “Problems of Russia s Eco- 
nomic Development ) and Mr V V (Essays on Theoretical Fconom- 
ics St Petersburg 1895) protest against Mr N —on whocommented 
“severely” (Mr Yuzhakov s word) on the oulworn panacea of credits, 
extension of land Lenure, migration etc 
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our native “non-estate intelligentsia,” but, and chiefly, in 
the position of those classes trom which 1t emerged and trom 
which it drew its strength, m their duality lt a» undemable 
that the Russian atmosphere’ brought them many disad- 
vantages, but ıt also gave them certain advantages 

In Russia, the class which, in the opuuon of the Narodiiks, 
1s not the vehicle of the ‘pure idea of labour’ has an espe- 
cially great historical role, its activity’ cannot be lulled by 
tempting promises Theretore, the references of the Marx- 
ists to this class, far from ‘ breaking the democratic thread” — 
as 1s asserted by Mr V V , who specialises m inventing the 
most incredible absurdities about the Marxists—catch up 
this “thread,” which an indifferent “society” allows to fall 
from its hands, and demand that 1t be developed, strength- 
ened and brought closer to hie 

Connected with Mr Struve's incomplete appraisal of 
the intelligentsia 1s his not altogether happy formulation of 
the following proposition ‘Jt must be proved," he says, 
“that the disintegration of the old economic system 1s 1nev- 
itable” (71) Firstly, what does the author mean by “the 
old economic system"? Serfdom? Butts disintegration does 
not have to be proved ‘People s production"? But he hım- 
self says later, and quite justly, that this word-combination— 
“does not correspond to any real historical system” (177), 
that 1n other words, 1t 1s a myth, because after “serfdom” 
was abolished in Russia, commodity economy began to 
develop very rapidly The author was probably referring to 
that stage in the development of capitalism when it had 
not yet entirely disentangled itself from medieval insti- 
tutions, when merchant capital was still strong and when 
the majority of the producers were still engaged 1n small- 
scale production Secondly, what does the author regard as 
the criterion of this 1nevitability? The rule of certain classes? 
The properties of the given system of production relations? 
In either case 1t amounts to recording the existence of one or 
another (capitalist) system, ıt amounts to recording a fact, 
and under no circumstances should 1t have been transplanted 
to the realm of reflections about the future Such reflections 
should have left the monopoly of the Narodnik gentlemen, who 
are seeking "different, paths for the fatherland " The author 
himself says on the very next page that every state 1s “an 
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expression of the rule of definite social classes” and that 
“there must be a redistribution of the social force between 
various classes for the state to radically change its course" 
(72) All this 18 profoundly true and very aptly aimed at 
the Naroduiks, and the question should accordingly have been 
put in a different way the ezistence (aud not the “inevitabih- 
ty of disintegration,” etc ) of capitalist production relations 
1n Russia must be proved, 1t must be proved that the Rus- 
sian data also justify the law that "commodity economy is 
capitalist economy," 1 e , that 1n our country, too, com- 
modity economy is growing everywhere into capitahst 
economy, 1t must be proved that everywhere a system pre- 
vais which 1s bourgeois in essence, and that it is the 
rule of this class, and not the famous Narodnik "chance hap- 
penings" or “policy,” etc , that lead to the hberation of the 
producer from the means of production and to his working 
everywhere for others 

With this let us conclude our examination of the first 
part of Mr Struve's book, which 1s of a general character, 


CHAPTER III 


THE PRESENTATION OF ECONOMIC PROBLEMS 
BY THE NARODNIKS AND BY MR STRUVE 


After finishing with sociology, the author proceeds to deal 
with more “concrete economic problems” (73) He considers 
it “natural and legitimate” to start from “general propositions 
and historical references,” from “indisputable premises 
established by human experience," as he says 1n the preface 

One cannot but note that this method suffers from the 
same abstractness noted at the beginning as being the 
main defect of the book under review In the chapters 
we are now coming to (the third, fourth, and fifth), this 
defect has resulted 1n undesirable consequences of a twofold 
nature On the one hand, it has weakened the defimte 
theoretical propositions advanced by the author against 
the Narodmks Mr Struve argues in general, describes the 
transition from natural to commodity economy, points out 
that, as a rule, such and such happened on earth, and with 
a few cursory remarks proceeds to deal with Russia, applying 
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to 1t, too, the general process of the “historical development 
of economic life " There can be no doubt that ıt 18 quite 
legitimate to apply the processin this way, and that the au- 
thor's *histoncal references" are absolutely necessary for a 
criticism of Narodism, which falsely presents history, and not 
only Russian history These propositions should, however, 
have been expressed more concretely, and heen more definite- 
ly set against the arguments of the Narodniks, who say that 1t 
1s wrong to apply the general processto Russia, the Narodniks' 
particular way of understanding Russian reality should have 
been compared with the Marxists’ other way of understanding 
that same reality On the other hand, the abstract character 
of the author's arguments leads to his propositions being 
stated incompletely, to a situation where, though he correct- 
ly indicates the existence of a process, he does not examine 
what classes arose while 1t was going on, what classes were 
the vehicles of the process, overshadowing other strata of 
the population subordinate to them, 1n a word, the author's 
objectivism does not mse to the level of materialism—in 
the above-mentioned significance of these terms * 

Proof of this appraisal of the above-mentioned chapters 
of Mr Struve s work will be adduced as we examine some 
of its most important propositions 

Very true 1s the author's remark that “almost from the 
outset of Russian history we find that the direct producers‘ 
dependence (jundical and economic) on the lords has 
been the historical accompaniment of the idyll of ‘people's 
production” (81) In the period of natural economy the 
peasant was enslaved to the landowner, he worked for 
the boyar, the monastery, the landlord, but not for himself, 


* This relation between objectivism and materialism was indi- 
cated, incidentally, by Marx in his preface to his Der achtzehnte 
Brumatre des Louts Bonaparte Marx, after mentioning that Prou- 
dhon wrote of the same historical event (in his Coup d état), says the 
following of how the latter s viewpoint is opposed to bis own 

*Proudhon, for bis part, seeks to represent the coup d état [of 
Dec 2} as the result of an antecedent historical development Unno- 
ticeably, however, his historical construction of the coup d etat be- 
comes a historical apologia for its hero Thus be falls into the error 
of our so-called objective historians I, on the contrary, demonstrate 
how the class struggle in France created circumstances and relation- 
ships that made it possible for a grotesque mediocrity to play a hero 8 
part” (Vorwort) '* 
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and Mr Struve has every right to set this historical fact 
against the tales of ourexceptionalist sociologists about how 
“the means of production belonged to the producer" (81) These 
tales constitute one ot the distortions of Russian history, 
meant to suit the philistine utopia in which the Narodmks 
have always lavishly indulged Fearing to look reality in 
the face, and fearing to give this oppression its proper name, 
they turned to history, but pictured things as though the 
producer's ownership of means of production was an “ancient” 
principle, was the "age-old basis" of peasant labour, and that 
the modern expropriation of the peasantry 1s therefore to be 
explained not by the replacement of the feudal surplus 
product by bourgeois surplus-value, not by the capitalist 
organisation of our social economy, but by the accident of 
unfortunate policy, by a temporary ‘diversion from the 
path prescribed by the entire historical hfe of the nation" 
(Mr Yuzhakov, quoted by P Struve, p 15) And they were 
not ashamed to tell these absurd stories about a country 
which had but recently seen the end* of the teudal exploi- 
tation of the peasantry in the grossest, Asiatic forms, 
when not only did the means of production not belong to 
the producer but the producers themselves differed very 
little from ‘means of production " Mr Struve very pointedly 
sets against this ‘sugary optimism" Saltykov's sharp re- 
joinder about the connection between "people's production” 
and serfdom, and about how the “plenty” of the period of 
the “age-old basis" "fell only" (note that!] “to the lot of the de- 
scendants of the leibkampantsi'*” and other retainers” (83) 

Further, let us note Mr Struve’s following remark, 
which definitely concerns defimte facts of Russian reality 
and contains an exceptionally true thought “When the pro- 
ducers start working for a distant and indefinite and not 
for a local, exactly delimited market, and competition, the 
struggle for a market develops, these conditions lead to 
technical progress Once division of labour is possible, 


* Even today it cannot be said to have ended altogether On 
the one hand we have the land-redemption payments (and it is well 
known that they include not only the price of the land, but also the 
redemption from serfdom) on the other hand, labour service by the 
peasants ın return for the use of “cut-off lands,” for example, are a 
direct survival of the feudal mode of production 
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1t has to be carried out as widely as possible, but before 
production 1s technically reorganised, the influence of the 
new conditions of exchange (marketing) will be felt 1n the 
fact of the producer becoming economically dependent on the 
merchant (the buyer-up), and socially this point 1s of de- 
cisive significance This 1s lost sight of by our ‘true Marx- 
ists’ hke Mr V V, who are blinded by the sigmficance 
of purely technical progress” (98) The reference to the 
decisive significance of the appearance of the buyor-up 1s 
profoundly true It 13 decisive in that ıt proves beyond 
doubt that we have here the capitalist organisation of pro- 
duction, ıt proves the applicability to Russia, too, of 
the proposition that “commodity economy 1s money economy, 
1s Capitalist economy,” and creates that subordination of 
the producer to capital from which there can be no other 
way out than through the independent activity of the pro- 
ducer “From the moment that the capitalist entrepreneur 
comes between the consumer and the producer—and this 
1s inevitable when production 1s carried on for an extensive 
and indefinite market—we have before us one of the forms 
of capitalist. production” And the author nghtly adds 
that “if handicraft production is understood as the kind 
under which the producer, who works for an indefimte and 
distant market, enjoys complete economic independence, ıt 
will, I think, be found that in Russian reality there 1s 
none of this true handicrait. production” It 1s only a pity 
that use 1s made here of the expression "I think,” along 
with the future tense the predominance of the domestic 
system of large-scale production and of the utter enslave- 
ment of the handicraftsmen by buyers-up 1s the all-pre- 
vailing fact of the actual organisation of our handicraft 
industries This orgamisation 1s not only capitalist, but as 
the author nghtly says, ıs also one that is “highly profi- 
table to the capitalists," ensuring them enormous profits, 
abominably low wages and hindering 1n the highest degree 
the organisation and development of the workers (pp 99» 
101) One cannot help noting that the fact of the predomi- 
nance of capitalist exploitation ın our handicraft industries 
has long been known, but the Narodniks ignore it in the 
most shameless fashion In almost every issue of their 
magazines and newspapers dealing with this subject, you 
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come across complaints about the government “artificially” 
supporting large-scale capitalism [whose entire ‘artifi- 
ciality” consists in being large-scale and not small, 
factory and not handicraft, mechamcal and not hand- 
operated] and doing nothing for the “needs of people's 
industry " Here stands out 1n full relief the narrow-mind- 
edness of the petty bourgeois, who fights lor small against 
big capital and stubbornly closes his eyes to the categon- 
cally established fact that a similar opposition of interests 
1s to be found 1n this ' people's" industry, and that conse- 
quently the way out does not he 1n miserable credits, etc 
Since the small proprietor, who 1s tied to his enterprise and 
lives 1n constant icar of losing 1t, regards all of this as some- 
thing awful, as some sort of “agitation” in favour of “a fair 
reward for labour, as though labour itself does not create 
that reward 1n its fruits," ıt 1s clear that only the producer 
employed 1n the “artificial,” “hothouse” conditions of fac- 
tory industry can be the representative of the working 
haudicraitsmen * 

Let us deal further with Mr Struve’s argument about 
agriculture Steam transport compels a transition to ex- 
change economy, 1t makes agricultural production commod- 
ity production And the commodity character of produc- 
tion unfailingly requires “its economic and technical ra- 
tionality’ (410) The author considers this thesis a par- 
ticularly important argument against the Narodmks, who 
triumphantly claim that the advantages of large-scale pro- 
duction 1n. agriculture havenot been proved “It ill becomes 
those," says the author 1n reply, “who base themselves on 
Marx s teachings, to deny the significance of the economic 
and technical peculiarities of agricultural production thanks 
to which small undertakings ın some cases possess eco- 
nomic advantages over big ones—even though Marx himeelf 
demed the importance of these peculiarities” (111) Ths 
passage is very unclear What peculiarities 18 the author 
speaking of? Why does he not indicate them exactly? Why 
does he not indicate where and how Marx expressed bis 


* “The entire process 1s expressed in the fact of petty production 
(handicraft) approximating to capitalism. in sone respects and 
1n others to wage labour separated from the means of production 


(p 104) 
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views on the matter and on what grounds 1t 1s considered 
necessary to correct those views? 

"Small-scale agricultural production," continues the author, 
*must increasingly assume a commodity character, and 
the small agricultural undertakings, 1f they are to be viable 
enterprises, must satisfy the general requirements of eco- 
nomic and technical rationality” (111) “It 1s not at all 
a matter of whether the small agricultural enterprises are 
absorbed by the big ones—one can hardly anticipate 
such an outcome to economie evolution— but of the met- 
amorphosis to which the entire national economy 1s sub- 
jected under the influence of exchange The Narodniks over- 
look the fact that the ousting of natural economy by exchange 
economy in connection with the above-noted ‘dispersal of 
dustry’ completely alters the entire structure of society 
The former ratio between the agricultural (rural) and non- 
agricultural (urban) population 1s changed iu favour of 
the latter The very economic type and mental make-up 
of the agricultural producers 1s radically changed under 
the 1nfluence of the new conditions of economic life" (114) 

The passage cited shows us what the author wished to 
say by his passage about Marx, and at the same time clearlv 
illustrates the statement made above that the dogmatic 
method of exposition, not supported by a description of the 
concrete process, obscures the author s thoughts and leaves 
them incompletely expressed His thesis about the Narod- 
mks’ views being wrong 18 quite correct, but incomplete, 
because it 18 not accompamied by a reference to the new 
forms of class antagonism that develop when irrational 
production 15 replaced by rational The author, for example, 
confines himself to a cursory reference to “economic ration- 
ality” meaning the “highest rent” (110), but forgets to add 
that rent presupposes the bourgeois organisation of agri- 
culture, 1e, firstly, 1ts complete subordination to the 
market and, secondly, the formation 1n agriculture of the 
same classes, bourgeoisie and proletariat, as are peculiar 
to capitalist industry 

When the Narodmks argue about the non-capitalist, as 
they beheve, organisation of our agriculture, they pose 
the problem 1n an abominably narrow and wrong way, re- 
ducing everything to the ousting of the small farms by the 
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big, and nothing more Mr Struve 1s quite right ın telling 
them that when they argue that way they overlook the gen- 
eral character of agncultural production, which can be 
(and really 1s 1n our country) bourgeois even where pro- 
duction is small-scale, just as West-European peasant 
farming 1s bourgeois The conditions under which small- 
scale independent enterprise ('people's"—to use the ex- 
pression of the Russian intelligentsia) becomes bourgeois 
are well known They are, firstly, the prevalence of com- 
modity economy, which, with the producers isolated* from 
one another, gives rise to competition among them, and, 
while ruining the mass, ennches the few, secondly, the 
transformation of labour-power 1nto a commodity, and the 
means of production into capital, 1e, the separation of 
the producer from the means of production, and the capital- 
1st organisation of the most important branches of industry 
Under these conditions the small independent producer ac- 
quires an exceptional position in relation to the mass of 
producers— just as now really independent proprietors con- 
stitute 1n. our country an exception among the masses, who 
work for others and, far from owning "independent" enter- 
prises, do not even possess means of subsistence sulfi- 
cient to last a week The condition and interests of the 
independent proprietor isolate him from the mass of the 
producers, who hve mainly on wages While the latter 
raise the issue of a “fair reward,” which 18 necessanly the 
gateway to the fundamental issue of a different system 
of social economy, the former bave a far more lively 
interest in quite different things, namely, credits, aud 
particularly small "people's" credits, 1mproved and cheaper 
implements, “organisation of marketing," "extension of 
land tenure,” etc 

The very law of the Superiority of large enterprises over 
small 1s a law of commodity production alone and con- 
sequently is not applicable to enterprises not yet entire- 
ly drawn into commodity production, not subordinated to 


* This of course, refers to their being isolated economically 
Community landownership does not eliminate this in the least Even 
where the land re allotments are “equalitarian” tn the highest degree 
the peasant farms single-handed on his own strip of land, hence he 
is an isolated producer working on his own. 
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the market That 1s why the line of argument (in which, by 
the way, Mr V V also exercised himself) that the decline 
of the nobles’ farms after the Reform and the renting of 
privately-owned land by the peasants refute the vew of the 
capitalist evolution of our agriculture, merely proves that 
those who resort to 1t have absolutely no understanding of 
things Of course, the destruction of feudal relations, under 
which culfiwzation had been ın the hands of the peasants, 
caused a crisis among the landlords But, apart from the 
fact that this crisis merely led to the increasing employ- 
ment of farm labourers and day labourers, which replaced 
the obsolescent forms of semi-feudal labour (labour serv- 
ice) apart from this, the peasant farm itself began to 
change fundamentally in character ıt was compelled to 
work for the market, a situation that was not long in 
leading to the peasantry splitting into a rural petty 
bourgeoisie and a proletariat This spht settles once and 
for all the issue of capitalism 1n Russia Mr Struve explains 
the process in Chapter V, where he remarks “There is 
differentiation among the small farmers there develops, 
on the one hand, an ‘economically strong’” [he should 
have said bourgeois] "peasantry, and, on the other—a 
proletarian type of peasantry Features of people's pro- 
duction are combined with capitalist features to form a 
single picture, above which 1s clearly visible the inscription 
here comes Grimy” (p 177) 

Now it 1s to this aspect of the matter, to the bourgeois 
organisation of the new, “rational” agriculture that atten- 
tion should have beer directed The Narodmks should 
have been shown that by ignoring the process mentioned 
they change from 1deologists of the peasantry into 1deologists 
of the petty bourgeoisie “The improvement of people's 
production," for which they thirst, can only mean, under 
such an organisation of peasant economy, the "improvement" 
of the petty bourgeoisie On the other hand, those who 
point to the producer who hves under the most highly de- 
veloped capitalist relations, correctly express the interests 
not only of this producer, but also of the vast mass of the 
“proletarian” peasantry 

Mr Struve’s exposition 18 unsatisfactory 1n character, 
1s incomplete and sketchy, on account of this, when dealing 
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with rational agriculture, he does not describe its social 
and economic organisation, and, when he shows that steam 
transport replaces irrational by rational production, nat- 
ural by commodity production, he does not describe the 
new form of class antagonism that then takes shape 

This same defect 1n the presentation of problems 1s to 
be observed ın most of the arguments ın the chapters under 
examination Here are some more examples to illustrate 
this Commodity economy—says the author—and exten- 
sive social division of labour "develop on the basis of the 
institution of private property, the principles of economic 
freedom, and the sense of individualism” (91) The progress 
of national production is bound up with the "extent to 
which the institution of private property dominates society " 
"Maybe 1t 1s regrettable, but that 1s how things bappen in 
actual life, ıt 1s empirically, historically established co- 
existence At the present time, when the ideas and priu- 
ciples of the eighteenth century are treated so hght-heart- 
edly —the mistake 1t made being in fact repeated —this 
cultural-historical tie between economic progress and the 
institution of private property, the principles of economic 
freedom, and the sense of individualism 1s too often forgotten 
Only by ignoring this tie can one expect economic prog- 
ress to be possible in an economically and culturally unde- 
veloped society, without the principles mentioned being 
put into effect We feel no particular sympathy for these 
principles and perfectly well understand their historically 
transient character, but at the same time we cannot help 
seeing in them a tremendous cultural force, of not only a 
negative, but also a positive character Only 1dealism which, 
in its hypotheses, 1magines 1t has no ties with any historical 
succession, can fail to see 1t" (91) 

The author 18 quite right in his “objective” statemeut 
of "historical coexistences", all the more pity that his ar- 
gument 1s incompletely stated One would like to say 
to him complete the argument! reduce all these general 
propositions and historical notes to a definite period of 
our Russian history, formulate them ın such a way as to 
show why and ın precisely what way your conception differs 
from that of the Narodniks, contrast them with the reality 
that bas to serve as the criterion for the Russian Marxist, 
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show the class contradictions that are concealed by all 
these examples of progress and of culture * 

The “progress” and the “culture” that post-Reform Rus- 
sia brought in its train are undoubtedly bound up with 
the “institution of private property"—1it was not only ın- 
troduced for the first time in all its fulness by the crea- 
tion of a new “contentious” civil process which ensured 
the same sort of "equality" 1n the courts as was embodied 
in hie by “tree labour" and its sale to capital, 1t covered 
the holdings both of the landlords, rid of all obligations 
and duties to the state, and of the peasants, turned into 
peasant proprietors, ıt was even made the bacs of the 
political nghts of "citizens" to participate in local gov- 
ernment (the qualification), etc Still more undoubted 
1s the “tie” between our “progress” and the "principles of 
economic freedom” we have already heard in Chapter I 
from our Narodnik how this “freedom” consisted in liberat- 
ing the "modest and bearded” gatherers of Russia's land 
from the need to “humble themselves to a jumor police 
official” We have already spoken of how the “sense of 
individualism” was created by the development of com- 
modity economy By combimng all these features of 
Russia’s progress, one cannot but reach the conclusion 
(drawn, too, by the Narodnik of the seventies) that this 
progress and culture were thoroughly bourgeois Contem- 
porary Russia 1s far better thar pre-Heform Russia, but since 
all this improvement is wholly and exclusively due to the 
bourgeoisie, to its agents and ideologists, the producers 
have not profited by ıt As far as they are concerned the ım- 
provements have only meant a change 1n the form of the 
surplus product, have only meant improved and perfected 
methods of separating the producer from the means of pro- 
duction That 1s why the Narodmk gentlemen display the 
most incredible “flippancy” and forgetfulness when they 
address their protest against Russian capitalism and bour- 


* Contra principia negantem disputari non t (you cannot 
argue against one who denies principles —Ed )—says the author 
about an argument with the Narodniks That depends on how these 
pnncipia are formulated—as general propositions and notes, or as a 
different understanding of the facts of Russian history and present- 
day reality 
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geoisdom to those who in fact were their vehicles and ex- 
ponents All you can say of them 1s ‘they came unto their 
own, and their own received them not ” 

To agree with that description of post-Reform Russia 
and “society” will be beyond the capacity of the contempo- 
rary Narodnih Aud to challenge it, he would have to deny 
the bourgeois character of post-Reform Russia, to deny the 
very thing for which his distant forefather, the Narodnik 
of the seventies, rose up and “went among the people” to 
sech "guarantees for the future" among the direct producers 
themselves Of course, the contemporary Narodmk will 
possibly not only deny 1t, but will perhaps seek to prove 
that a change for the better has taken place in the relation 
under review, by doing so, however, he would merelv show 
all who have not yet seen it, that he 1« absolutely nothing 
more than the most ordinary little bourgeois individual 

As the reader «ees, I have only to round off Mr Struve's 
propositions to formulate them in another way, "to say 
the same thing, only differently” The question anses 18 
there any need for it? Is at worth while dealing im such 
detail with these additions and conclusions? Do they not 
follow automatically? 

It seems to me that 1t 1s worth while, for two reasons 
Firstly, the author's narrow objectivism is extremely 
dangerous, since ıt extends to the point of forgetting the 
hne of demarcation between the old profesoral argu- 
ments about the paths and destiny of the fatherland, so 
rooted im our hterature, and a precise characterisation 
of the actual process impelled by such and such classes 
This narrow objectivism, this inconsistency ın relation 
to Marxism, ıs the main defect of Mr. Struve's book, and 
at will be necessary to dwell on it in particularly great 
detail, so as to show that 1t onginates not from Marxism 
but from its inadequate application, not from the author 
seeing criteria of his theory other than reality, from his 
drawing other practical conclusions from the doctrine (they 
are impossible | repeat, unthinkable unless you mutilate 
all its main tenets), but from the fact that the author has 
limited himself to one, the most general aspect of the 
theory, and has not applied it quite consistently Secondly, 
one cannot but agree with the adca which the author ex- 
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pressed 1n his preface that before criticising Narodism on 
secondary issues, 1t was necessary to disclose tho very 
fundamentals of the disagreement" (VII) by way of a 
“pnncipled polemic” But in order to ensure that the 
author's aim should not remain unachieved a more con- 
crete meaning must be given to almost all his propositions, 
all his rather general remarks must be applied to the 
concrete problems of Russian history and present-day reality 
On all these problems the Russian Marxists still have much 
to do to “reconsider the facts” from the materialist stand- 
point—to disclose the class contradictions m the activities of 
"society and the "state" that lay behind the thcories of 
the antelligentsia,” and, finally, to establish the tre be- 
tween all the separate, endlessly varied forms of appro- 
priating the surplus product in Russia's "people's! enter- 
piises, and the advanced, most developed, capitalist. form 
of this appropriation, which contains the ‘guarantees tor 
the tuture” and now puts ın the forefront the idea and 
the historical task of the “producer ” Consequently, however 
bold the attempt to indicate the solution of these problems 
may seem, however numerous the changes and corrections 
that result from further, detailed study, it is none the 
less worth indicating specific problems, so as to evoke 
as general and broad a discussion of them as possible 

The culminating point of Mr Struve's narrow objectiv- 
ism, which gives rise to his wrong presentation of problems, 
is the way he argues about List, about his "splendid doc- 
trine" concerning a “confederation of national productive 
forces," about the importance for agriculture of develop- 
ing factory industry, and about the superiority of the manu- 
facturing and agricultural state over the purely agricul- 
tural, etc The author finds that this "doctrine" very 'con- 
vincingly speaks of the historical inevitabihity and le- 
gitimacy of capitalism in the broad sense of the term" 
(123), and about the "cultural-historical might of triumphant 
commodity production” (124) 

The professorial character of the arguments of the author, 
who rises, as 1t were, above all definite countries, definite 
historical periods, and definite classes, stands out here 
in particular relief However you look at ths argument— 
whether from the purely theoretical or from the practi- 
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cal aspect, such an assessment will be equally correct Let 
us begin from the former Is 1t not strange to think of being 
able to "convince" anybody at all of the "historical in- 
evitability and legitimacy of capitalism" ın a particular 
country by advancing abstract, dogmatic propositions about 
the significance of factory industry? Is ıt not a mistake 
to raise the problem in this way, so beloved of the liberal 
professors of Russkoye Bogatstvo? Is it not obligatory for 
a Marxist to reduce everything to ascertaining what 1s, 
and why 1t 1s so, and not otherwise? 

The Narodmks consider capitalism in this country to 
be an artificial, hothouse plant, because they cannot un- 
derstand the connection between 1t and the entire commod- 
ity organisation of our social economy, and fail to see 
its roots 1n our "people's production " Show them these 
connections and roots, show them that capitalism also domi- 
nates in its least developed and therefore worst form in 
people's production, and you will prove the “inevitability” 
of Russian capitalism. Show them that this capitalism, by 
raising labour productivity and socialising labour, devel- 
ops and renders clear the class, social contradiction that 
has come into being everywhere in "people's production"— 
and you will prove the "legitimacy" of Russian large-scale 
capitalism As to the practical aspect of this argument, 
which touches on the problem of commercial policy, the 
following may be noted Although they stress primarily 
and most emphatically that the problem of free trade and 
protection 1s a capitalist problem, one of bourgeois policy, 
the Russian Marxists must stand for free trade, since the 
reactionary character of protection, which retards the 
country's economic development, and serves the interests 
not of the entire bourgeois class, but merely of a handful 
of all-powerful magnates, is very strongly evident 1n 
Russia, and since free trade means accelerating the proc- 
ess that yields the means of dehverance from capitalism 


The last section (XI) of the third chapter is devoted 
to an examination of the concept "capitalism " The author 
very nghtly remarks that this word is used *very loosely" 
and ciles examples of a “very narrow’ and “very broad" 
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way of understanding it, but lays down no precise attri- 
butes of it, the concept “capitalism,” despite the author's 
analysis, has not been analysed Yet, one would have 
thought it should present no particular difficulty, since 
the concept was introduced into science by Marx, who 
substantiated 1t by facts But here, too, Mr Struve would 
not let himself be infected with “orthodoxy " "Marx himself," 
says he, “viewed the process of the transformation of com- 
modity production into commodity-capitalist production as 
perhaps more precipitate and straightforward than it 18 ın 
actual fact” (p 127, faotnote) Perhaps But since it 1s 
the only view substantiated scientifically and supported 
by the history of capital, and since we are unacquainted 
with other views, which “perhaps” are less “precipitate” and 
“straightforward,” we turn to Marx The essential features 
of capitalism, according to his theory, are (1) commodity 
production, as the general form of production The product 
assumes the form of a commodity 1n the most diverse social 
production organisms, but only in capitalist production 18 
that form of the product of labour general, and not excep- 
tional, isolated, accidental The second feature of capital- 
ism (2)—not only the product of labour, but also la- 
bour itself, 1e, human labour-power, assumes the form of 
a commodity The degree to which the commodity form ot 
labour-power 1s developed 1s an indication of the degree to 
which capitalism 1s developed * With the aid of this defini- 
tion we shall easily see our way among the examples of 
incorrect understanding of this term cited by Mr Struve 
Undoubtedly, the contrasting of the Russian system to cap- 
italism, a contrast based on the technical backwardness of 
our national economy, on the predominance of hand pro- 
duction, etc , and so often resorted to by the Narodmiks, 
1s quite absurd, since capitalism exists both where techni- 
cal development 1s low and where + 1$ high, 1n Capital 
Marx repeatedly stresses the point that capital first sub- 
ordinates production as it finds it, and only subsequently 


* Das Kapital, 11 Band (1885) S 93 The reservation must be 
made that 1n the passage referred to Marx gives no definition of cap- 
italism In general he did not offer definitions Here he only refers 
to the relation between commodity and capitalist production, the 
point dealt with in the text '* 
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transforms it technically Undoubtedly, the German Haus- 
industrie and the Russian “domestic system of large-scale 
production” are capitalist-orgamsed industry, for not only 
does commodity próduction dominate, but the owner of 
money also dominates the producers and appropnates sur- 
plus-value Undoubtedly, when the Russian 'land-holding" 
peasantry 18 contrasted to West-kuropean capitalism— 
something the Narodmks are so fond ol doing—that, too, 
merely shows a lack of understanding of what capitalism 
1s As the author quite rightly remarks, “peasant semi- 
natural economy" (124) 1s also to be found 1n some places 
an the West, but neither ın the West nor ın Russia. does 
this do away with either the. predominance of commodity 
production, or the subordination of the overwhelming 
majority of the producers to capital before this subordina- 
tion reaches the highest, peak level of development, 1t passes 
through many stages that are usually 1gnored by the Narod- 
mks despite the very precise explanation given by Marx 
The suboidination begins with merchant’s and usury capital, 
then giows 1nto industrial capitalism, which ín its turn is at 
first technically quite primitive, and does not differ in any 
way from the old systems of production, then organises man- 
ulacture— which 1s still based on hand labour, and on the 
dominant handicraft industries, without breaking the te 
between the wage-worker and the land—and completes 1ts 
development with large-scale machine industry |tis this last, 
highest stage that constitutes the culminating point of the 
development of capitalism, it alone creates the fully expro- 
pnated worker* who 1s as free as a bird, it alone gives rise 
(both materially and socially) to the *unitying sigmficance” 
of capitalism that the Naroduiks are accustomed to connect 
with capitalism in general, i£ alone opposes capitalism to 
its “own child ” 

The fourth chapter of the book, “Economic Progress 
and Social Progress," 1s a direct continuation of the third 
chapter, and covers that part of the book which advances 
data of “human experience” against the Narodniks We shall 


* The Narodniks always describe things as though the worker 
separated from the land is a necessary condition of capitalism in 
general, and not of machine industry alone 
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have to deal here in detail, firstly, with the author s wrong 
view [or clumsy expression? } concerning Marx s lolloweis 
and, secondly, with the way the tasks ol the economic crt- 
icism of Narodism are formulated 

Mr Struve says that Marx conceived the transition from 
capitalism to the new social svstem as the sudden downfall, 
the collapse of capitalism (He thinks that ‘certain passages’ 
in Marx give grounds for this view, as a matter of fact, 1t 
runs through all the worhsof Marx ) The tollowers ot Marx 
fight for reforms An '1mportant correction has been made’ 
to the viewpoint that Marx held in the forties instead 
of the "chasm" separating capitalism from the new system, 
a "number oí transitional stages" have been admitted 

We cannot under any circumstances admit this to be 
nght No "correction" whatever, either important or un- 
important, has been made to Marx's view point by the “follow- 
ers of Marx " The fight for relorms does not 1n the least 
imply a "correction," does not in the least correct tlie 
doctrine of the chasm and sudden downlall, because this 
struggle 1s waged with a frankly aud definitely admitted aim, 
that of reaching the 'fall", and the fact that this requires 
a ‘number of transitional stages"—írom one phase ol the 
struggle to another, from one stage to the next—was admit- 
ted by Marx himself in the forties when he said in the 
Manifesto that the movement towards the new system cannot 
be separated from the working-class movement (and, hence, 
from the struggle for reforms), and when he himself, 1n con- 
clusion, proposed a number of practical measures di 

If Mr Struve wanted to indicate the development of 
Marx's viewpoint, he was, of course, nght But then, this 
18 not a “correction’ to his views, but the very opposite— 
their application, their. realisation 

Nor can we agree with the author's attitude towards 
Narodism 

"Our Narodmk hterature,” he says, "seized upon the 
contrast between national wealth and the well-being of 
the people, social progress and progress in distribu- 
tion” (131) 

Narodism did not "seize upon" this contrast, but merely 
stated the fact that in post-Relorm Russia the same 
contradiction was fo be observed between progress, culture, 
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wealth and—the separation of the producer from the means 
of production, the diminution of the producer's share in 
the product of the people's labour, and the growth of poverty 
and unemployment—as that which bad led to this contrast 
being made in the West, too 

“ Owing to its humanity and its love for the people, 
this hterature immediately settled the problem in favour 
of the well-being of the people, and as certain forms of peo- 
ple's economy (village community, artel) apparently embod- 
ied the ideal of economic equality and thus guaranteed 
the well-being of the people, and as the progress of produc- 
tion under the influence of increased exchange held out no 
promise for these forms, whose economic and psychological 
foundations ıt abolished, the Narodniks, pointing to the 
sad experience of the West 1n regard to industrial progress 
based on private property and economic liberty, countered 
commodity production—capitalism, with a so-called 
‘people's industry’ that guarantees the well-being of the 
people, as a social and economic ideal for the preservation 
and further development of which the Russian intelligentsia 
and the Russian people should fight ” 

This argument clearly reveals the flaws 1n Mr Struve’s 
thesis Narodism ıs depicted as a “humane” theory which 
“seized upon” the contrast between national wealth and 
the poverty of the people and “settled the problem” 1n fa- 
vour of distribution, because the “experience of the West” 
“held out no promise” for the well-being of the people 
And the author begins to argue against this “settlement” 
of the problem, forgetting that he 1s only arguing against 
the idealist and, moreover, naive daydreams that are the 
cloak of Narodism, and not against its content, forgetting 
that he is committing a serious error by presenting the 
question 1n the professorial manner usually adopted by 
the Narodniks As we have already stated, the content of 
Narodism reflects the viewpoint and the interests of the 
Russian small producer The “humanity and love for the 
people" expressed 1n the theory derive from the downtrod- 
den condition of our small producer, who has suffered 
severely both from the "old-nobihty" system and tradi- 
tions, and from the oppression of big capital. The attitude 
of Narodism towards the "West" and towards 1ts influence 
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upon Russia was determined, of course, not by the fact 
that 1t "seized upon" this or that 1dea coming from the West, 
but by the small producer's conditions of life he saw that he 
was up against large-scale capitalism which was borrowing 
West-European technique,* and, oppressed by it, built up 
naive theories which explained capitalism by politics instead 
of capitalist politics by capitahst economy, and which 
declared large-scale capitalism to be something alien to 
Russia, introduced from outside The fact that he was tied 
to his separate, small enterprise prevented him from under- 
standing the true character of the state, and he appealed 
toitto help develop small ("people's") production Owing to 
the undeveloped condition of class antagonisms characteris- 
tic of Russian capitalist society, the theory of these petty 
bourgeois 1deologists was put forward as representing the 
interests of labour 1n general 

Instead of showing the absurdity of Narodmks’ presen- 
tation of the problem and explaining their “settlement” of 
it by the material conditions of the small producers hfe, 
the author himself, 1n his own presentation of the problem, 
betrays a dogmatism which reminds one of the Narodmks’ 
“choice” between economic and social progress 

“The task of criticising the economic principles of Na- 
rodism 19 to prove the following 

*1) Economic progress is a necessary condition for so- 
cial progress the latter emerges histoncally from the 
former, and, at a certain stage of development, organic inter- 
action between, interdependence of, these two processes 
should, and 1n fact does, manifest itself” (133) 

Speaking generally, this 1s, of course, a perfectly true 
statement But it indicates the tasks of criticising the so- 
ciological rather than the economic principles of Narod- 
ism in essence it 1s a different way of formulating the 
doctrine that the development of society is determined 
by the development of the productive forces which we 
discussed ın chapters I and II It ıs, however, inadequate 
for the criticism of the “economic principles of Narodism 
The problem must be formulated more concretely, 1t must 
be reduced from progress ın general to the “progress of 


* Cf above-mentioned article in Otechestvenniye Zapiski 


442 V I LENIN 


capitalist society ın Russia, to those errors ın understand- 
ing this progress which gave rise to the ridiculous Narod- 
mh fables about the tabula rasa, about “people’s production," 
about Russian capitalism having no basis, etc Instead of 
talk about interaction manifesting itself between economic 
and social progress, the definite symptoms of social progress 
in Russia of which the Narodniks fail to see such and such 
economic roots, must be shown (or at least indicated) * 

“2) For that reason, the question of the organisation 
of production and of the level of labour productivity is 
one that takes precedence over the question of distribution, 
under certain historical conditions, when the productivity 
of the people's labour 1s extremely low, both absolutely 
and relatively, the predominant importance of the factor 
of production makes itself felt very acutely " 

The author here bases himself on Marx's doctrine of the 
subordinate importance of distmbution As an epigraph 
to Chapter IV a passage 1s taken from Marx’s criticism of 
the Gotha Programme'** where he contrasts vulgar socialism 
to scientific socialism, which attaches no great importance 
to distribution, explains the social system by the way 
the relations of production are organised and considers 
that such organisation already  incluc.s a definite 
system of distribution This idea, as the author quite 
justly remarks, runs through the whole of Marx's theory, 
and is extremely important for an understanding of the 
petty-bourgeois content of Narodism But the second 
part of Mr Struve's sentence greatly obscures this idea, 
particularly because of the vague term he uses, "the factor 
of production " Some confusion may arise as to the sense 
1n which this term 1s to be understood The Narodnik adopts 
the viewpoint of the small producer, whose explanations of 
the misfortunes he suffers are very superficial, for example, 
he 1s "poor," while his neighbour, the buyer-up, 1$ *nch", 


* It may be argued that 1 am running too far ahead, for did not 
the author say that he intended to proceed gradually from general 
problems to concrete ones, which he examines in Chapter VI? The 
point js, however, that the abstractness of Mr Struves criticism 
to which I refer is a distinguishing feature of the whole of his book— 
of Chapter VI and even of the concluding part What most of all re- 
quires correcting 1s his way of presenting problems 
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the "authorities. only help big capital, ete , 1n. a word, his 
misfortunes are due to the specific features of distribution, 
to mistakes ın policy, ete What viewpoint does the author 
oppose to that of the Narodmk? The viewpoint of big 
capital, who looks down with contempt upon the miserable 
little enterprise of the peasant-handicraftsman and who 1s 
proud of the high degree of development of his own industry, 
proud ot the ‘service” he has rendered by raising the 
absolute and relative low productivity of the people's 
labour? Or the viewpoint of its antipode, who is now 
living 1n relationships which are so far developed that he 13 
no longer satisfied with relerences to pohcy and distribu- 
tion, and who 1s beginning to understand that the causes 
he much deeper, ın the very orgamsation (social) of pro- 
duction, 1n the very system of social economy based on 1n- 
dividual property and controlled and guided by the market? 
This question. might quite naturally arise 1n the reader's 
mind, especially since the author sometimes uses the term 
“tactor of production" «ide by side with the word "economy" 
(see p 171 the Narodmks “ignore the factor of production 
to a degree that 1s tantamount to denying the existeuce of 
auy system of economy"), and especially since, by comparing 
“irrational” with "rational" production, the author some- 
times obscures the relationship between the smal! producer 
and the producer who has lost the means of production al- 
together It 1s perfectly true that from the objective point 
of 1iew the author's exposition 1s no less correct on ac- 
count of this and that 1t 1s easy for anyone who understands 
the antagonism inherent in the capitalist system to pic- 
ture the situation from the angle of the latter relationship 
But, as 1t 1s well known that the Russian Narodnik gentle- 
men do not understand this, 1t 1s desirable ın controversy 
with them to be more definite and thorough and to resort 
to the fewest possible general and abstract postulates 

As we tried to show by a concrete example 1n Chapter 
I, the difference between Narodism and Marxism lies wholly 
in the character of their criticism of Russian capitalism 
The Narodmk thinks that to criticise capitalism 1t 18 suf- 
ficient to 1ndicate the existence of exploitation, the inter- 
action between exploitation and politics, etc The Marx- 
ist thinks ıt necessary to explain and also to link together 
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the phenomena of exploitation as a system of certain re- 
lations 1n production, as a special social-economic for- 
mation, the laws of the functioning and development of 
which have to be studied objectively The Narodnik thinks 
it sufficient, ın criticising capitalism, to condemn ıt from 
the angle of his ideals, from the angle of "modern science 
and modern moral ideas” The Marxist thinks 1t necessary 
to trace 1n detail the classes that are formed 1n capitalist 
society, he considers valid only criticism made from the 
viewpoint of a defimte class, criticism that 1s based on 
the precise formulation of the social process actually 
taking place and not on the ethical judgement of the 
“individual ” 

If, with this as our starting-point, we tried to formu- 
late the tasks of criticising the economic principles of Na- 
rodism, they would be defined approximately as follows 

It must be shown that the relation between large-scale cap- 
italism in Russia and "people's production” 1s the relation be- 
tween a completely developed and an undeveloped phenome- 
non, between a higher stage of development of the capitalist 
social formation and a lower stage,* that the separation 
of the producer from the means of production and the appro- 
priation of the product of his labour by the owner of money 
are to be explained, both in the factory and even in the 
village community, not by politics, not by distribution, 
but by the production relations that necessarily take shape 
under commodity economy, by the formation of classes 
with antagonistic interests which ıs characteristic. of cap- 
italist society,** that the reality (small production) which 


* An analysis of the economic side should of course, be supple- 
mented by an analysis of the social, juridical, political, and Moo: 
logical superstructures The failure to understand the connection 
between capitalism. and "peoples production gave rise among the 
Narodniks to the idea that the peasant Reform state power the intelli- 
gentsia etc were non-classin character A materialist analysis which 
reduces all these phenomena to the class struggle, must show con- 
cretely that our Russian post-Reform “social progress” has only 
been the result of capitalist “economic progress” 

A “reconsideration of the facts of Russian economic realities 
especially those from which the Narodniks obtain the material for 
their schoolgirl dreams, 1e , peasant and handicraft economy should 
show that the cause of the producer s oppressed condition does not 
he in distribution (“the muzhik is poor, the buyer-up 18 rich ), but 
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the Narodniks want to raise to a higher level, bypassing 
capitalism, already contains capitalism with its antag- 
onism of classes and clashes between them—only the 
antagonism is in its worst form, a form which hampers 
the independent activity of the producer, and that by 
ignoring the social antagonisms which have already 
arisen and by dreaming about “different paths for the father- 
land,” the Narodniks become utopian reactionaries, because 
large-scale capitalism only develops, purges and clarifies 
the content of these antagonisms, which exist all over Russia 

Directly connected with the over-abstract formulation 
of the tasks of the economic criticism. of Narodism is the 
author’s further exposition, in which he seeks to prove 
the “inevitability” and “progressive character,” not of 
Russian capitalism, but of West European Without direct- 
ly touching on the economic content of the Narodnik doc- 
trine, this exposition contains much that 1s interesting 
and instructive In Narodnik literature voices have been 
heard time and again expressing distrust towards the West- 
European labour movement This was most strikingly ex- 
pressed during the recent polemics of Messrs Mikhailovsky 
and Co (Russkoye Bogatstvo, 1893-1894) against the 
Marxists We have seen no good from capitalism yet, Mr 
Mikhailovsky wrote at that time * The absurdity of these 
petty-bourgeois views 1s excellently proved by Mr Struve's 
data, especially since they are drawn from the latest bour- 


in the very production relations, in the very social organisation 
of present day peasant and handicraft economy This will show that 
in “peoples production too, “the problem of the organisation of 
production takes precedence over the problem of distribution " 

* We must mention that in Mr Struve s reply Mr Mikhailovsky 
finds that Engels betrays "self admiration" when he says that the 
dominating, oer whetmiik fact of modern times, which makes these 
times better than any other epoch and justifies the history of their 
Origin is the working-class movement in the West 

This positively atrocious reproach hurled at Engels 1s extremely 
typical of contemporary Russian Narodism 

These people can talk a lot about “people s truth” they know how 
to talk to our “society and to reprove it for making a wrong selection 
of the path for the fatherland they can sing sweetly about “now or 
never” and sing it for “ten twenty thirty years and more” but 
they are absolutely incapable of understanding the all-embracing 
significance of independent action by those in whose name these 
sweet songs have been sung 
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geois literature, which can on no account be accused of 
exaggeration The passages quoted by the author show 
that 1n the West everybody, even the bourgeois, realises 
that the transition of capitalism to a new social-economic 
formation 1s inevitable 

The socialisation of labour by capital has advanced so 
far that even bourgeois hterature loudly proclaims the 
necessity of the "planned organisation of the national econ- 
omy” The author 1s quite mght when he says that this 
is a “sign of the times,” a sign of the complete break-up 
of the capitalist system He quotes extremely interesting 
statements by bourgeois professors and even by conserva- 
tives who are compelled to admit that which Russian 
radicals to this very day like to deny—the fact that the 
working-class movement was created by the material con- 
ditions brought into existence by capitalism and not 
“simply” by culture or other political conditions 

Alter all that has been said, it 1s hardly necessary for 
us to deal with the author's argument that distribution 
can make progress only if based on rational production 
Clearly, the meaning of this postulate 1s that only large- 
scale capitalism. based on rational production creates con- 
ditions that enable the producer to raise his head, to give 
thought and show concern both for himself and for those 
who, owing to the backward state of production, do not 
live ın such conditions 

Just a word or two about the following sentence which 
occurs in Mr Struve's book “The extreme inequality of 
distribution, which retards economic progress, was not 
created by capitalism capitalism inherited it" from the 
epoch which romantics picture as flowing with milk and 
honey (p 159) That is true if all the author wanted to say 
was that unequal distribution existed even before capital- 
ism, something Narodmk gentlemen are inclined to for- 
get But ıt 18 not true 1f ıt 1ncludes a denial that capitalism 
has increased this inequality Under serfdom there was not, 
nor could there be, that sharp inequality between the 
absolutely impoverished peasant or tramp, and the bank, 
railway, or industnal magnate, which has been created 
by post-Reform capitahst Russia 
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Let us pass to Chapter V Here the author gives a general 
description of Natodism as an economic philosophy ’ 
‘The Natoduihs,” 1n Mr Struve s opinion, are the ideolo- 
gists of natural economy and primitive equality’ (167) 

We cannot agree with this description We shall not 
repeat here the arguments advanced 1n Chapter I, proving 
that the Narodmks are the 1deologists of the small producer 
In that chapter we showed exactly how the smail pro- 
ducer's material conditions of hte, his. transitory, anter- 
mediate position between the masters and the ‘ workers” 
lead to the Narodmhks’ tailure to understand. class antag- 
onisms, and the queer mixture of progressive and reactions 
ary ponts in. their progi unme 

Here let us merely add that its lormer, 1e, progressive, 
side brings Narodism close to West-F uropean democracy, 
and tor that reason the biitliant deserption ot democ- 
racy given over forty years ago im connection with 
events in French history can be apphed to it im its 
entirety 

The democrat, because he represents the petty boui- 
geoisie, that 18, a transuton class, in which the interests of 
two classes are simultaneously mutually blunted, imagines 
himself clevated above class antagonism geuerally The 
democrats concede that a privileged class confronts them, 
but thev along with all the rest of the nation, form the 
people What they represent is the people's rights, what 
interests them 1s the people's unter sts. Accordinglv they 
do not need to examine the interests and positions of 
the different classes They do not need to weigh their 
own resources too critically * It in the pertormance 
their interests prove to be uninteresting and their poten- 
cy unpotent then either the fault hes with pernicious soph- 
ists, who split the indu isible people into different hostile 


* The Russian Narodniks are exactly the same They do not deny 
that there are classes in Russia which are antagonistic to the pro- 
ducer but they lull themselves with the argument that these pirates” 
are insignificant compared with the people and refuse lo make 
a careful study of the position and interests of the respective classes 
to examine whether the interests of a certain category of producers 
are interwoven with the interests of the “pirates thus weakening 
the forme » power of resistance against the fatter 
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camps* or the whole thing has been wrecked by a 
detail in its execution, or else an unforeseen accident 
has this time spoilt the game In any case, the democrat 
comes out of the most disgraceful defeat just as 1mmaculate 
as he was innocent when he went into it, with the newly- 
won conviction that he is bound to win, not that he 
himself and his party have to give up the old stand- 
point, but, on the contrary, that conditions have to ripen 
to suit him” (ihm entgegenzureifen haben Der achtzehnte 
Brumaire, usw, S 39)! 

The very examples which the author himself quotes 
prove that the description of the Narodniks as ideologists 
of natural economy and primitive equality 1s wrong “As 
a curiosity 1t 18 worth mentioning,” says Mr Struve, “that 
to this day Mr —on calls Vasilchikov a liberal economist” 
(169) If we examine the real essence of this designation 
we shall find that ıt 1s by no means curious In his programme 
Vasilchikov has the demand for cheap and widespread credit 
Mr Nikolai —on cannot fail to see that 1n the capitalist 
society which Russian society 1s, credit will only strength- 
en the bourgeoisie, will lead to “the development and 
consolidation of capitalist relationships” (Sketches, p 77) 
By the practical measures he proposes, Vasilchikov, hke all 
the Narodnihs, represents nothing but the interests of the 
petty bourgeoisie The only thing that 1s curious about this 18 
that Mr —on, sitting as he does side by side with the Rus- 
skoye Bogatstvo publicists, has “to this day” not noticed that 
they are exactly the same type of httle “liberal economists” 
as Prince Vasilchikov Utopian theories easily reconcile 
themselves in practice with petty-bourgeois progress This 
description of Narodism 1s still further confirmed by Go- 
lovachov, who admits that to distribute allotments to ever- 
ybody 1s absurd and suggests that "cheap credits be 
provided for working folk” In criticising this “aston- 
ishing” theory, Mr Struve calls attention to the absurdity 


* In the opinion of the Russian Narodniks the pernicious Marx 
ists are to blame for artificially implanting capitalism and its class 
antagonisms in the soil in which the flowers of “social mutual adap- 


tation and “harmonious activity” bloom so beautifully (Mr V V 
quoted by Struve, p 161) d noA , 
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of the theory, but he appears not to have observed its pet- 
ty-bourgeois content 

When speaking of Chapter V, we too cannot help dealing 
with Mr Shcherbina's “law of average requirements " This 
is important in estimating Mr Struve's Malthusianism, 
which stands out clearly 1n Chapter VI The “law” 1s as 
follows when you classify the peasants according to allot- 
ment you get very little fluctuation (from group to group) 
in the average magnitude of peasant family requirements 
(1e, of expenditure on various needs), Mr Shcherbina 
calculates this expenditure per head of the population 

Mr Struve emphasises with satisfaction that this “law” 
is “tremendously important,” since, he avers, ıt confirms 
the ‘well-known” law of Malthus that “the hving standard 
and the reproduction of the population are determined 
by the means of subsistence they have at their disposal ” 

We cannot understand why Mr Struve 1s so pleased with 
this law We cannot understand how one can see a “law,” 
and what 1s more, a “tremendously important" one, 1n Mr 
Shcherbina s calculations It 1s quite natural that where 
the manner of hfe of different peasant families does not 
differ very considerably we get averages that vary little 
1f we divide the peasants into groups, particularly if, when 
making the division into groups, we take as the basis the 
size of the allotment, which 1s no direct index of a family's 
hwing standard (since the allotment may be leased out, 
or additional land may be rented) and 1s equally available 
to both the rich and the poor peasant possessing an equal 
number of taxable members ın the family Mr Shcherbina's 
calculations merely prove that he chose a wrong method 
of classification If Mr Shcherbina thinks he has discovered 
some law here, ıt ıs very strange It ıs equally strange to 
find confirmation of the law of Malthus here, as though 
one can judge of the “means of subsistence at the peasant 8 
disposal” from the size of the allotment when one disregards 
the leasing out of land, “outside employments,” the peas- 
ant’s economic dependence on the landlord and the buy- 
er-up About this “law” of Mr Shcherbina's (the way Mr 
Shcherbina expounds this “law” indicates that the author 
attaches incredibly great importance to his average fig- 
ures, which prove absolutely nothing) Mr Struve says. 
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“People’s production’ in the present case simply means 
production without the empioyment of wage labour It is 
undoubted that where production 1s organised in that way 
the ‘surplus-value’ remains 1n the hands of the producer" 
(176) And the author points out that where labour produc- 
tivity ıs low, this does not prevent the representative of 
such "people's production” living worse than the worker 
The author is carred away by the Malthusian theory, 
and this has led him to formulate 1nexactly the proposition 
cited Merchant’s and usury capital subordinates labour 
to itself 1n every Russian village and— without turning 
the producer into a wage-worker—deprives him of as 
much surplus-value as industrial capital takes from the 
working man Mr Struve rightly indicated earlier on that 
capitalist production sets in from the moment the capitalist 
steps between the producer and the consumer, even though 
he buys the ready-made ware from the independent (appar- 
ently independent) producer (p 99 and note 2), and 1t 
would be no easy job to find among the Russian “independ- 
ent" producers those that do not, work for a capitalist (mer- 
chant, buyer-up, kulak, etc ) One of the biggest mistakes 
of the Narodmks is that they do not see the very close 
and indissoluble tie between the capitalist organisation 
of Russian social economy and the absolute domimon of 
merchant's capital 1n the countryside The author there- 
fore 1s perfectly correct when he says that the “very combi- 
nation of the words ‘people’s production’ in the sense 
they are used by the Narodmk gentlemen does not fit 
1n with any actual histoncal order Here 1n Russia ‘people’s 
production’ before 1861 was closely connected with serfdom, 
and then after 1861 there was a rapid development of com- 
modity economy, which could not but distort the purity 
of people's production" (177) When the Narodmk says 
that the ownership of the means of production by the pro- 
ducer 1s the age-old basis of the Russian way of hie, he 13 
simply distorting history to suit his utopia, and does so 
by playing tricks with words under serfdom means of pro- 
duction were supplied to the producer by the landlord 
in order that the producer could engage in corvée service 
for him, the allotment was a sort of wages in kind— 
the “age-old” means of appropriating the surplus product 
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The abolition of seildom. did not mean the emancipation” 
ol the producer at all, 1t only meant a change in the form 
of the surplus product While in, say, England the fall 
ol serfdom gave rise to really independent and free peasants, 
our Retorm immediately effected the transition trom the 
"shamelul' feudal surplus product to liee’ bourgeois sur- 
plus-value 


CHAPTFR IV 


HOW MR STRUVE EXPIAINS SOME FLATURI S 
OF RUSSIA 5 POS] REFORM ECONOMY 


The last (sixth) chapter of Mr. Struve « book 1s devoted 
to the most unportant problem, that of Russia s economic 
development its theoictical contents are divided up into 
the following sections 1) ovcr-population 1n agricultural 
Russia, its character and causes, 2) the differentiation of 
the peasantry, ils significance and causcs, 3) the part played 
by industiial capitalism an ruining the pcasantry 4) pri- 
vate landowner farming, the character of its development, 
aud 5) the problem of markets for Russian capitalism 
Betore proceeding to cxamine Mr Struves line of argu- 
ment ou cach of these problems, let us examine what he 
says about the peasant Relorm 

The author voices his protest against the idealistic” 
undeistanding of the Relorm and points to the requirements 
ol the state, which nceded greater labour productivity, to 
land redemption and to the pressure liem below” It ijs 
a pity the author did not make his legitimate protest a 
thorough one ‘The Naioduiks explain the Relorm by the 
development im society of humane’ and emancipatory” 
ideas This 1s an undoubtcd tact, but thus fo explain the 
Reform means to ship into empty tautology and to reduce 
“emancipation” to emancipatory” ideas The materialist 
requires a special examination of the content of the measures 
effected to put those ideas into practice History has never 
known a single important reform” even though ıt has 
been of a class character which has not had loity words 
and lofty ideas advanced in its support This ıs equally 
true of the peasant Reform It we pay attention to the 
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actual content of the changes 1t has effected, we shall see that 
their character is as follows some of the peasants were 
deprived of the land, and—this is the chief thing—the 
rest of the peasants, who retained part of their land, had 
to redeem ıt from the landlords, as though 1t was something 
to which they had absolutely no right, and what 1s more, 
to redeem it at an artificially high price Not only here 
in Russia, but also in the West, such reforms were invested 
with theories about "freedom" and “equality,” and it has 
already been shown in Capital that it was commodity pro- 
duction that provided the basis for the ideas of freedom and 
equality At any rate, however complicated the bureaucratic 
machine that put the Reform into effect 1n Russia, however 
apparently * distant it was from the bourgeoisie themselves, 
ıt remains an undoubted fact that only the bourgeois 
system could develop on the basis of such a reform Mr 
Struve 1s quite right in. pointing out that the stock way 
of contrasting the peasant Reform in Russia to those in 
Western Europe is wrong “it 1s quite wrong (in so general 
a form) to assert that 1n Western Europe the peasants were 
emancipated without the land, or, in other words, were 
deprived of the land by legislation" (196) I underscore the 
words "in so general a form," because separation of the 
peasants from the land by legislation was an undoubted 
historical fact wherever a peasant Reform was carried 
through, but it,1s not a universal fact, for in the West 
part of the peasants, when emancipated from feudal depend- 
ence, redeemed the land from the landlords, and are doing 
so 1n Russia. Only the bourgeoisie are capable of hiding 
the fact of redemption and of asserting that the "eman- 
cipation of the peasants with land ** made a tabula rasa 
of Russia" (the words of a Mr Yakovlev, “heartily welcomed" 
by Mr Mikhailovsky—see p 10 of P Struve's work) 


* Actually as has already been indicated this machine could 
only serve the bourgeoisie by virtue both of its composition and of 
its historical origin 

** To speak the truth one should say make it possible for 
part of the peasants to redeem part of their allotment land from 
the landlords at double the proper price And even the words “make it 
possible are no good because the peront who refused such pro- 

t 


vision of an allotment was faced with th at the 
Volost Administration offices e threat of a flogging 
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Let us proceed to Mr Struve’s theory about the "charac- 
ter of over-population ın agrarian Russia” This is one of 
the most important points 1n which Mr Struve departs from 
the “doctrine” of Marxism for that of Malthusianism The 
essence of his views, developed by him in his controversy 
with Mr N —on, is that over-population in agricultural 
‘Russia 18 “not capitahst, but, so to speak, simple over- 
pope sons that goes with natural economy "* 

ince Mr Struve says that his objection to Mr N —on 
“fully conforms with F A Lange's general objection 
to Marx's theory of relative over-population” (p 183, 
footnote), we shall first turn to this "general objection" 
of Lange's and examine 1t 

Lange discusses Marx's law of population in lus 
Labour Problem, Chapter V (Russian trans, pp 142-78) 
He begins with Marx's main proposition that "every special 
historic mode of production has its own special laws of 
population, historically valid within its limits alone An 
abstract law of population exists for plants aud animals 
only "** Lange’s comment 18 

“May we be permitted to note firstly that, strictly speak- 
ing, there 1s no abstract law of population for plants and 
animals either, since abstraction 18, on the whole, merely 
the extraction of the general from a whole number of 
similar phenomena” (143, , and Lange explains in detail 
to Marx what abstraction is Evidently, he simply did 
not understand the meaning of Marx's statement In this 
respect Marx contrasts man to plants and animals on 
the grounds that the former hves in dwers historically 
successive social organisms which are determined by the 
system of social production, and, hence, distrnbution The 
conditions for human reproduction are directly dependent 
on the structure of the different social organisms, that 18 
why the law of population must be studied 1n relation to 
each organism separately, and not “abstractly,” without 


* That is how it is formulated by Mr Struve in his article in 
Soxualpolitisches. Centraiblatt (1893 No 1 of October 2) He adds 
that he does not consider this view to be "Maltbusran " 
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regard to the historically different forms of social structure 
Lange's explanation that abstraction means te extract the 
general from similar phenomena turns nght against hım- 
self only the conditions of existence of animals and 
plants can be considered similar, but this 1s not so with 
regard to man, because we know that he has lived in 
organisationally different types of social association 

Having expounded Marx's theory of relative over-popu- 
lation in a capitalist country, Lange goes on to say ‘At first 
sight 1t may seem that this theory breaks the lengthy thread 
that runs through the whole of organic nature up to man, 
that 1t explains the basis of the labour problem as though 
general investigations 1nto the existence, reproduction and 
perlection of the human race were quite superfluous to our 
über 1e, to an understanding of the labour problem" 
154) 

The thread that runs through the whole of orgamc nature 
up to man 1s not at all broken by Marx's theory, which 
merely requires that the "labour problem"—since it only 
exists as such 1n capitalist socrety— be solved not on the 
basis of “general investigations” into human reproduction, 
but on the basis of specific investigations of the laws of 
capitalist relations Lange, however, 1s of a different opin- 
ion “Actually, however,” says he, "this is not so Above 
all ıt 1s clear that factory labour from the very outset pre- 
Sumes poverty” (154) And Lange devotes a page and a 
half to proving this proposition, which is self-evident 
and does not advance us a single hair’s breadth firstly, 
we know that poverty is created by capitalism itself at a 
Stage of its development prior to the factory form of pro- 
duction, prior to the stage at which the machines create 
surplus population, secondly, the form of social structure 
preceding  capitalism—the feudal, serf  system—A1tself 


created a poverty of its own, one that it handed down 
to capitalism 


* And what can these "general investigations" consist of? If 
they ignore the specific economic formations of human society they 
will be mere banalities And if they are to embrace several formations, 


it is obvious that they must be preceded by specific investigations 
of each separate formation 
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“But even with such a powerful assistant [1e, want], 
only ın rare cases does the first employer succeed ın win- 
ning over large numbers ol workers to the new kind of activ- 
ity Usually what happens is the following From the lo- 
cality where factory industry has already won itself citizen- 
ship rights the employer brings with him a contingent of 
workers, to them he adds a few landless peasants,* who at 
the moment are workless, and the further supplementation 
of the existing factory contingent 1s done trom among the 
rising generation" (1560) Lange places the last two words 
in italics Evidently, the general investigations into the 
existence, reproduction and perfection of the human race” 
were expressed in precisely the postulate that the factory 
owner recruits new workers among the "rising generation," 
and not among decrepit old folk The good Lange spends 
a whole page more (157) on these "general investigations” 
and tells the reader that parents try to give their children 
an assured existence, that the idle moralists are wrong in 
condemuing those who try to work their way out of the con- 
dition into which they were born, that 1t 13 quite natural 
to try to arrange for children to earn their own living Only 
after we have got over all these reflections, which may be 
in place in copybooks, do we get down to business 

“In an agrarian country where the soil belongs to 
small and big owners—provided that the tendency of 
voluntary birth-control has not firmly gripped the people's 
morals—there inevitably arises a constant surplus of hands 
and consumers who wish to exist on the products of the given 
territory" (157-58) This purely Malthusian proposition 1s 
put forward by Lange without offering any proof He re- 
peats ıt again and again and says “In any case, even if 
such a country 1s thinly populated ın the absolute sense, 
there are usually signs of relative over-population” and 
“on the market the supply of labour 18 constantly in 
excess and the demand insignificant” (158)—but all these 


* By the way, where have these “landless peasants” come from? 
Very likely, Lange imagines they are not the left-overs of the serf 
system, or the product of the rule of capital but the result of the fact 
that "the tendency towards voluntary birth-coutroi bas not firmly 
gripped the peoples morals” (p 127)? 
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assertions are totally unsupported Whence does 1t follow 
that a "surplus of workers" was really “inevitable”? Whence 
does the connection arise between this surplus and the 
absence in the people's morals of a tendency to vol- 
untary birth-control? Ought he not, before arguing about 
the "people's morals," to take a glance at the production 
relations in which the people hve? Let us imagine, 
for example, that the small and big proprietors to whom 
Lange refers were connected ın the production of materal 
values as follows the small proprietors received allotments 
from the big landowners on which they could exist, and in 
return engaged in corvée service for the big landowners, 
cultivating their fields Let us imagine, further, that these 
relations have been shattered, that humane ideas have 
turned the heads of the big proprietors to such an extent 
that they have “emancipated their peasants with land,"1e, 
have cut off approximately 20% of the allotment land of 
the peasants, and compelled them to pay for the remaining 
80% a purchase price that has been raised 100% Naturally, 
with such a guarantee against the “ulcer of the proletariat” 
the peasants still have to continue working for the big pro- 
prietors 1n order to exist, although they do not now work 
on the instructions of the feudal steward, as formerly, but 
on the basis of free contract—hence they snatch the work 
out of one another's hands, since they are no longer bound 
together, and each one farms on his own account This way 
of snatching up work inevitably forces some peasants out 
because their allotments have grown smaller and their pay- 
ments bigger, they have become weaker 1n relation to the 
landlord, and so competition among them increases the rate 
of surplus product, and the landlord can manage with a 
smaller number of peasants However much the tendency 
to voluntary birth-control becomes entrenched in the 
people’s morals, the formation of a "surplus" 1s inevi- 
table Lange’s lne of argument, which ignores social- 
economic relations, merely serves as striking proof that his 
methods are useless And apart from such arguments he 
gives us nothing new He says that the factory owners will- 
ingly transfer industry into the depths of the countryside, 
because there "the requisite amount of child labour ts always 
ready to hand for any undertaking” (161), without inves- 
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tigating what history, what mode of social production has 
created this “readiness” on the part of parents to place 
their children 1n. bondage The methods he uses are most 
clearly seen from the following of his arguments he 
quotes Marx, who says that machine industry, by enabling 
capital to buy female and child Jabour, makes the worker 
a “slave-dealer ” 

“So that’s what he’s getting at!” cries Lange trium- 
phantly “But 1s ıt to be expected that the worker, whom 
want forces to sell his own labour-power, would so hghtly 
sell his wife and children, 1f he were not impelled to take 
this step by want, on the one hand, and by temptation, on 
the other?” (163) 

The good Lange has carried his zeal tothe point of de- 
fending the worker against Marx, to whom he proves that 
the worker 18 “prompted by want ” 

“And what, indeed, 18 this ever-growing want but the 
metamorphosis of the struggle for existence?” (163) 

Such are the discoveries resulting from “general 1n- 
vestigations into the existence, reproduction and perfection 
of the human race”! Do we learn anything at all about the 
causes of “want,” about 1ts political-economic content and 
course of development if we are told that ıt 1s the meta- 
morphosis of the struggle for existence? Why, that can be 
said about anything you hike—about the relation of the 
worker to the capitalist, the landowner to the factory owner 
and to the peasant serf, etc , etc We get nothing but such 
vapid banalities or nalveties from Lange's attempt to cor- 
rect Marx Let us now see what Lange's follower, Mr Struve, 
gives us ın support of this correction, in discussing the 
specific problem of over-population in agrarian Russia 

Commodity production, begins Mr Struve, increases the 
capacity of the home market "Exchange exerts such an effect 
not only by the complete technical and economic reorgani- 
sation of production, but also in those cases where the 
technique of production remains at the former level, and 
natural economy retains its former dominant role 1n the gen- 
eral economy of the population In that case, however, 
‘over-population’ inevitably sets in after a bnef revival, 
but if commodity production 1s to blame, 1t 18 only 1) as 
the ezciter, 2) as the complicating factor” (182), Over-pop- 
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ulation would set in without commodity economy ıt 13 
non-capitalst in character 

Such are the propositions advanced by the author From 
the very outset one 1s struck with the fact that these prop- 
ositions are just as unsubstantiated as those of Lange 
The assertion 1s made that over-population is inevitable 
under natural economy, but no explanation 1s given of exactly 
what process gives nse to ıt Let us turn to the facts in 
which the author finds confirmation of his views 

The data íor 1762-1846 show that the population in 
general did not multiply so rapidly, the annual increase 
being from 107 to 15% What 1s more, the increase was 
more rapid, according to Arsenyev, ın the “grain-growing” 
gubernias This "fact," concludes Mr Struve, “is highly 
characteristic of the primitive forms of people's economy, 
where reproduction 1s directly dependent on natural fertil- 
ity, a dependence which one can feel with one's hands, so 
to speak " This 1s the action of "the law of the correla- 
tion of the growth of the population with the means of 
subsistence” (185) “The wider the expanse of territory, 
and the higher the natural tertility of the soil, the great- 
er 1$ the natural growth of the population” (186) The quite 
unsubstantiated conclusion drawn ıs the following the 
one fact that 1n the central gubermas of European Russia 
the growth of the population between 1790 and 1846 was 
smallest in Vladimir and Kaluga gubernias ıs made the 
basis for a whole law correlating the growth of the popu- 
lation with the means of subsistence But can one judge 
of the population’s means of subsistence from the “expanse 
of territory"? (Even if we were to admit that such few 
data enable us to draw general conclusions ) The “popula- 
tion,” after all, did not divert to their own use the products 
of the “natural fertality” they had secured they shared them 
with the landlords, with the state Is it not clear that the 
different types of landlord farming—quitrent or corvée, 
the size of tributes and the methods of exacting them, etc — 
exerted a far greater influence on the amount of “means of 
subsistence” available to the population than the expanse 
of territory, which was not 1n the exclusive and free posses- 
sion of the producers? More than that Irrespective of the 
social relations that were expressed in serfdom, the popu- 
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lation was bound together, even then, by exchange “The 
separation ot manutacturing industry trom = agriculture,” 
nghtly says the author, “1e, the social national division 
ot labour, existed in the pre-Reform pernod, too (189) 
The question, then, arises why should we presume that 
the marsh-dwelling Vladimir. handicralteman or cattle- 
dealer had a less abundant supply of “means of subsistence’ 
than the rude tiller of Tambov with all Ins “natural 
tertility of the soil ? 

Then Mr Struve cites data about the dechne im the serf 
population betore the emancipation The economists whose 
opinion he quotes attribute this to a “dechue in. hving 
standards” (189) The author concludes 

“We have stopped to deal with the fact of the decline 
in the serf population betore the emancipation because in 
our view, it throws clear light on the economic situation 
in Russia at that time A considerable part of the country 
had the maximum population for the given tech- 
mcal-economic and social-juiidical conditions the latter 
were very unfavourable lor any rapid increase as far as 
almost 40% of the population was concerned” (189) What 
has the Malthusian law” of the correlation of population 
increase and means of subsistence to do with the matter, when 
the feudal social order directed these means of subsistence 
into the possession of a handful of big landowners, and passed 
over the mass of the population, the growth of which 1s 
under investigation? Can any value be attached, for example, 
to the author's argument that the growth 1n population 
was smallest either ın the less-fertile gubermas where 1n- 
dustry was poorly developed, or in the thichly populated 
and purely agricultural gubernias? Mr Struve wishes to see 
in this a manifestation of “non-capitalist over-population," 
which was bound to have set 1n even without commodity 
economy, and which “corresponds to natural economy ' But 
one might say with equal, 1f not greater, Justice that this 
over-population corresponded to feudal economy, that 
the slow increase 1n the population was due most of all to 
the increased exploitation of peasant labour that resulted 
from the growth of commodity production on the landlords 
farms, when they began using corvee labour to produce grain 
for sale, aud not merely tor their own needs The author's 
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examples tell against hım they tell of the impossibility 
of constructing an abstract law of population according to 
the formula about correlation of growth and the means of 
subsistence, while ignoring historically specific systems of 
social relations and the stages of their development 

Passing to the post-Reform period, Mr Struve says 
“In the history of the population following the collapse of 
serfdom we see the same basic feature as before the eman- 
cipation The dynamics of population increase are directly 
dependent on the expanse ot territory and the land allotment” 
(198) This 1s proved by a small table, which groups the 
peasants according to size of allotment, and shows that the 
greater the size of the allotment, the greater the increase 
in population “And i£ cannot be otherwise under natural, 
*selí-consumer' economy that serves primamly to satisfy 
the direct needs of the producer himself” (199) 

Truly, tf this were so, if the allotments served prima- 
nly to satisfy the direct needs of the producer, if they 
were the only source of satisfying these needs, one could 
then, and only then, evolve a general law of population 1n- 
crease from these data But we know that this 1s not the 
case The allotments serve "primarily" to satisfy the needs of 
the landlords and the state they are taken away from their 
owners, 1f these “needs” are not satisfied on time, payments 
are levied on the allotment 1n excess of the peasants' paying 
capacity Further, they are not the peasants' only resources 
A farming deficit —says the author—1s bound to be reflected 
preventively and repressively on the population Further- 
more, outside employments, by diverting the adult male 
population, retard reproduction (199) But if the deficit 
from allotment farming 1s covered by renting land or by 
outside earnings, the peasant’s means of subsistence may 
prove to be adequate enough for "energetic reproduction " 
Undoubtedly, such a favourable turn of events may be the 
lot of only a minority of the peasants, but, where no spe- 
cial examination 1s made of production relations existing 
within the peasantry, there 1s nothing to show that this 
growth proceeds evenly, that ıt 1s not called forth mainly 
by the prosperity of the minority Finally, the author him- 
self makes natural economy a condition of the demonstra- 
bility of his thesis, whereas after the Reform, on his own 
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admission, commodity production penetrated in a broad 
stream into the hitherto existing hfe The author's data 
are obviously quite inadequate for establishing a general 
law of reproduction More, the abstract “simplicity” of this 
law which presumes that the means of production in the 
society under review “serve primarily to satisfy the direct 
needs of the producer himself” gives absolutely wrong, and 
totally unsupported, treatment of highly complicated facts 
For example after the emancipation—says Mr Struve— 
it was to the landlords’ advantage to lease their land to the 
peasants “Thus, the food area available to the peasantry, 
1 e, their means of subsistence, has increased" (200) To 
assign the whole of the rented land in this foithright way 
to the category of "food area" is quite unfounded and wrong 
The author himself points out that the landlords appropri- 
ated the lions share of the produce raised on their land 
(200), so that it 1s still a question whether such renting 
of land (on a labour-service basis, for example) has not 
worsened the conditions of the tenants, whether 1t has not 
placed obligations on them that have led, in the final anal- 
ysis, to the food area declining Further, the author him- 
self points out that the renting of land is only within the 
capacity of the prosperous (216) peasants, in whose hands 
it serves as a means of expanding commodity farming 
rather than consolidating “self-consumer” farming Even if it 
weie proven that generally speaking the renting of land 
improved the position of the “peasantry ” of what importance 
could that be when, to use the words of the author himself, 
the peasant poor have been ruined by renting land (216)— 
1 e, improvement for some meant worsening for others? 
Evidently in the peasant renting of land the old, feudal 
and the new, capitalist relationships intertwine, the author's 
abstiact reasoning, which tahes no account of either the 
one or the other, confuses matters instead of helping to 
achieve clarity about these relationships 

There remains one more reference by the author to data 
supposedly confirming his views It 15 where he says that 
“the old word land-porerty 1s merely the term commonly used 
to express what science calls over-population" (186) The 
author thus bases himself, as it were, on the whole of our 
Narodnik literature, which established the fact bey ond doubt 
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that the peasant allotments were "inadequate," and which 
“fortified” thousands of times over their desire for the “expan- 
sion of peasant land tenure" with the 'simple" argument 
the population has increased, the allotments have been 
split up—naturally, the peasants are being ruined How- 
ever, this hackneyed Narodnik argument about ' land-poverty 
can hardly be of any scientafic® value, 1t can hardly be 
of use for anything but "loyal speeches" in a commission 
dealing with the painless advance of the fatherland along 
the nght road In this argument the wood cannot be seen 
for the trees, the basic social-economic background of the 
picture cannot be seen for the outer contours of the object 
The fact of a huge mass of land belonging to members 
of the “old-nobility” system, on the one hand, and the 
acquisition of land by purchase, on the other—such 1s the 
basic background under which every “expansion of land 
tenure” will be a miserable palliative Both the Narodnik 
arguments about land-poverty, and the Malthusian ‘laws” 
about population Increase being correlated to the means of 
subsistence are at fault in their abstract “simplicity,” 
which ignores the given, specific social-economic relations 

This review of Mr Struve’s arguments leads us to the 
conclusion that his thesis—over-population 1n agrarian Rus- 
81a 18 to be explained by reproduction not being correlated 
to the means of subsistence—1s absolutely unproved He 
concludes his arguments as follows ‘And so, we are faced 
with a picture of natural-economic over-population compli- 
cated by commodity-economic factors and other important 
features inherited from the social structure of the feudal 
epoch” (200) Of course, one can say that any economic 
phenomenon in a country undergoing a transition from 
“natural” to “commodity” economy 1s a "natural-economic" 
phenomenon complicated by "commodity-economic factors " 
The opposite can also be said “a commodity-economic” 
phenomenon "complicated by natural-economic factors,"— 
but all this, far from giving a "picture," cannot give even 


* That is to say, this argument is of no use whatever as an ex 
planatton of the ruin of the peasantry and of over-population though 
the very fact of "insufficiency 1s beyond argument, just as is ils 
accentuation as a result of the growth of the population What 1s 
needed js not a statement of the fact, but an explanation of its ongin 
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the slightest idea of eractly how over-population 1s created 
on the basis ol the giz en social-economic relations The author 3 
final conclusion against Mr N —on and his theory of capi- 
talist over-population 1n Russia reads “Our peasants pro- 
duce insulficrent food" (237) 

The peasants’ agricultural work continues to this day 
to yield produce tnat goes to the landlords, who, through 
the medium of the state, receive redemption payments, 
peasant production serves as a constant object of merchant’s 
and usury capital operations, depriving vast masses of the 
peasantry of a considerable part of their produce, finally, 
among the “peasantry” itself this production 1s distributed 
in so complicated a fashion that the general and average 
gain (renting) turns out to be a loss for the masses, and 
Mr Struve cuts all ths network of social relations, hke 
a Gordian knot, with the abstract and totally unsupported 
solution "production 1s insufficient " But no, this theory 
will not hold water at all 1t merely encumbers that which 
18 to be investigated, namely, production relations in peas- 
ant agncultural economy The Malthusian theory pictures 
matters as though we are confronted by a tabula rasa, 
and not by feudal and bourgeois relations interwoven in 
the contemporary organisation of Russian peasant economy 

It goes without saying that we cannot be satisfied with 
merely criticising Mr Struve's views We must in addı- 
tion ask ourselves the questions what 1s the basis of his mis- 
takes? And who of the contending parties (Mr N —on and 
Mr Struve) 1s right 1n his explanation of over-population? 

Mr N —on bases his explanation of over-population 
on the fact of masses of workers being “freed” because of 
the capitalisation of the peasant industries. And he merely 
cites data relating to the growth bf large-scale factory 
industry, and disregards the parallel fact of the growth 
of handicraft industmes, which expresses the deepening 
of the social division of labour * He transfers his expla- 


* It is a known fact that our handicraft industries have grown 
and that a mass of new ones have appeared since the Reform The 
theoretical explanation of this fact and of the capitalisation of 
other peasant industries is also known it was given by Marx to 
explain the “creation of the home market for industrial capital” [Dae 
Kapital, 2. Aufl, S 776 u ff]? 
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nation to agriculture, without even attempting to give 
an exact description of its social-economic organisation 
and the degree of its development 

Mr Struve indicates in reply that “capitalist over-pop- 
ulation ın Marx’s sense 1s closely connected with tech- 
nical progress" (183), and since he, together with Mr —on, 
finds that the "technique" of peasant “farming has made 
practically no progress" (200), he refuses to recognise the over- 
population 1n agricultural Russia to be capitalist, and seeks 
for other explanations 

Mr Struve’s remarks in reply to Mr N —on are correct 
Capitalist over-population 1s due to capital taking possession 
of production, by reducing the number of necessary 
workers (necessary for the production of a given quantity 
of products) it creates a surplus population Marx, speah- 
ing of capitalist over-population in agriculture, says the 
following 

“As soon as capitalist. production takes possession of 
agriculture, and ın proportion to the extent to which it 
does so, the demand for an agricultural labouring population 
falls absolutely, while the accumulation of the capital 
employed in agriculture advances, without this repulsion 
being, as 1n non-agricultural industries, compensated by a 
greater attraction Part of the agricultural population 
is therefore constantly on the point of passing over into an 
urban, or manufacturing proletariat *(Manulacture 1s used 
here in the sense of all non-agricultural industnes ) This 
source of relative surplus population 1s thus constantly 
flowing But the constant flow towards the towns presup- 
poses, an the country atself, a constant latent surplus popu- 
lation, the extent of which becomes evident only when its 
channels of outlet open to exceptional width The agricul- 
tural labourer 1s therefore reduced to the minimum of wages, 
and always stands with one toot already ın the swamp of 
pauperism" (Das Aapital, 2 Aufl, S 668) '** 


* Incidentally Observation of this fact very likely gave Lange 
an excuse Lo concoct an amendment to Marx s theory, which he did 
not fully understand When analysing this fact he should have made 
his starting point the given (capitalist) mode of social production 
and followed its manifestation in agriculture, instead he took it into 
his head to 1nvent all sorts of peculiarities in the "people s morals " 
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Mr N —on did not prove the capitalist character of over- 
population 1n agrarian Russia, because he did not connect 
ıt with capitalism in agriculture confimng himself to 
a cursory and incomplete reference to the capitalist evo- 
lution of private-landowner farming, he completely over- 
looked the bourgeois features of the organisation of peasant 
farming Mr Struve should have corrected this unsatisíac- 
tory feature of Mr N —on’s exposition, which 1s of very 
great importance, for ignoring capitalism in agriculture, 
its domination, and at the same time its still weak develop- 
ment, naturally led to the theory of the absence or the 
contraction of the home market Instead of reducing Mr 
N —on’s theory to the concrete data of our agricultural 
capitalism, Mr Struve fell 1nto another error—he denied 
the capitalist character of over-population completely 

The invasion of agnculture by capital 1s characteristic 
of the entire history of the post-Reform penod The land- 
lords went over (whether slowly or quickly 1s another mat- 
ter) to hired labour, which became very widespread and even 
determined the character of the major part of peasant 
earnings, they introduced technical improvements and 
brought machines into use Even the dying feudal system 
of economy—the provision of land to the peasants ın return 
for labour service—underwent a bourgeois transformation 
due to competition among the peasants, this led to a worsen- 
ing of the position of tenants, to severer conditions,* and, 
consequently, to a dechne 1n the number of workers In 
peasant economy the splitting up of the peasantry into a 
village bourgeoisie and proletariat was quite clearly re- 
vealed The “rich” extended their tillage, improved their 
farms [cf V V, Progressive Trends in Peasant Farming] 
and were compelled to resort to wage-labour All these 
are long established, generally recognised facts which (as 
we shall see in a moment) are referred to by Mr Struve 
himself Let us take as a further example the following 


* See, for example, Karyshev (Results of Zemstvo Statistical 
Investigations, Vol Ii, p 266)—reference in the Rostov-on-Don Uyezd 
Abstract to the prados reduction in the peasant s share in skopshch- 
na! 5 Ibid Chapter V, $ 9—additional payments made in the form 


of labour by peasants engaged in share-cropping 
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case, a usual one in the Russian village a ‘kulak” has 
wrested the best slice of allotment land from the “vallage 
community,” or more exactly, community members of 
the proletarian type, and is farming it with the labour 
and the implements of the very same “allotment-pro- 
vided” peasants who have become enmeshed 1n debts and 
obligations and are tied to their benefactor—for social 
mutual adaptation and common action—by the strength of 
the community principles beloved of the Narodmks His farm 
1s better run, of course, than those of the ruined peasants, 
and far fewer workers are required than when this slice of land 
was held by several smal! peasant farmers No Narodmk can 
deny that these are not isolated but common facts Their 
theories are exceptionalist only 1n their refusal to call facts 
by their real name, ın their refusal to see that these facts 
signify the domination of capital in agriculture They forget 
that the initial form of capital has always and everywhere 
been merchant’s, money capital, that capital always takes 
the technical process of production as ıt finds it, and only 
subsequently subjects it to technical transformation They 
therefore do not see that by “upholding” (in words, of 
course—no more than that) the contemporary agricultural 
order against “oncoming” (?!) capitalism, they are merely 
upholding medveval forms of capital against the onslaught 
of its latest, purely bourgeois forms 

Thus, one cannot deny the capitalist character ot over- 
population 1n Russia, just as one cannot deny the domina- 
tion of capital in agriculture But it 1s quite ridiculous, 
of course, to ignore the degree of the development of capital, 
as Mr N —on does, in his enthusiasm he presents it as 
almost completed and for that reason concocts a theory 
about the contraction or the absence of the home market, 
whereas actually, though capital ıs dominant, it js in a 
relatively very undeveloped form, there are still many 1n- 
termediate phases before 1t reaches full development, before 
the producer 1s completely divorced from the means of pro- 
duction, and every step forward by agncultural capitalism 
means a growth of the home market, which, according to 
Marx's theory, 1s created precisely by agricultural capital- 
ism—and which ın Russia 1s not contracting, but, on the 
contrary, 1s taking shape and developing 
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Further, we see from ths albeit very general descrip- 
tion of our agricultural capitalism* that it does not embrace 
all social-economic relations in the countryside Alongside 
of ıt we still see feudal relations—in both the economic 
sphere (eg, the leasing ot cut-off lands 1n return for la- 
bour service aud payments in kind—here you have all the 
features of feudal economy the natural "exchange of serv- 
ices” between the producer and the owner ot the means of 
production, and the exploitation of the producer by tying 
him to the land, and not separating him from the means of 
production), and still more ın the social and the juridical- 
political sphere (compulsory “provision of allotment,” tying 
to the land, 1e , absence of freedom of movement, payment 
of redemption money, 1e, the same quitrent paid to the 
landlord, subordination to the privileged landowners ın the 
courts and administration, etc ), these relations also un- 
doubtedly lead to the ruin of the peasants and to unem- 
ployment, an “over-population” of farm labourers tied to the 
land The capitalist basis of contemporary relations shouid 
not hide these still powerful relics of the “old-nobility” 
stratum which have not yet been destroyed by capitalism 
precisely because 1t 1$ undeveloped The undeveloped condi- 
tion of capitalism, “Russia’s backwardness,” considered by 
the Narodiiks to be "good fortune,”** 18 only "good fortune” 
for the titled exploiters Contemporary “over-population,” 
consequently, contains feudal in addition to its basic 
capitalist features 

If we compare this latter thesis with Mr Struve’s thesis 
that “over-population” contains natural-economic features 
and commodity-economic features, we shall see that the 
former do not rule out the latter, but, on the contrary, are 
included in them serfdom relates to “natural-economic,” 
and capitalism to "commodity-economic" phenomena Mr 
Struve's thesis, on the one hand, does not exactly indicate 
precisely which relations are natural-economic and which 
commodity-economic, and, on the other hand, leads us back 
to the unfounded and meaningless “laws” of Malthus 


* It will be dealt with in greater detail further on, taking the 
peasants and the landlords separately 
** Mr Yuzhakov in Russkoye Bogatstvo 


16* 
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These defects naturally gave rise to the unsatisfactory 
character of the following passage “In what way,” asks the 
author, “on what basis can our national economy be reorgan- 
ised?” (202) A strange question, formulated again in a 
very professorial style, precisely as Messrs the Narod- 
niks are accustomed to put questions when they proclaim 
the unsatisfactory character of the present situation and 
select the best paths for the fatherland “Our national 
economy” 1s a capitalist economy, the organisation and “reor- 
ganisation" of which 1s determined by the bourgeoisie, who 
“manage” this economy Instead of the question of possible 
reorganisation, what should have been put 1s the question 
of the successive stages of the development of this bourgeois 
economy, and it should have been put from the viewpoint 
of precisely that theory 1n whose name the author so splen- 
didly replies to Mr V V , who describes Mr N —on as au 
“undoubted Marxist,” that this “undoubted Marxist” has 
no idea of the class struggle and of the class origin of the 
state Had the author altered the manner of posing the ques- 
tion 1n the sense indicated ıt would have saved him from 
the confused arguments about the “peasantry” that we read 
on pages 202-04 

The author begins with the statement that the peasantry 
have insufficient allotment land, that even if they cover 
this insufficiency by renting land, “a considerable part of 
them” nevertheless always have a deficit, one cannot talk of 
the peasantry asa whole, for that means to talk of a fiction* 
(p 203) And the conclusion directly drawn from this 1s 

“In any case, insulficient production is the basic and 
dominating tact of our national economy" (p 204) This 1s 
quite unfounded and totally unconnected with what was 
said earlier why 1s not the fact that the peasantry as one whole 
1s a fiction, because antagonistic classes are taking shape 
within 1t, made the ‘basic and dominating fact"? The 
author draws his conclusion without any data, without any 
analysis of the facts relating to “insufficient production” 
[which, however, does not prevent a minority from becoming 
affluent at the expense of the majority), or to the splitting up 


* “The main defect of Mr Golubev’s arguments in bis flne ar- 
ticles 1s that he cannot rid himself of this fiction” (203) 
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of the peasantry—simply due to some prejudice 1n favour 
of Malthusianism “Therefore,” he continues, "an increase 1n 
the productivity of agricultural labour 1s a plain benefit 
and blessing to the Russian peasantry" (204) We are at a 
loss the author has only just advanced against the Narod- 
niks the senous (and to the highest degree legitimate) 
accusation of arguing about a "fiction"—the “peasantry” 
1n general—and now he himself introduces this fiction into 
his analysis! If the relations within the ranks of this “peas- 
antry” are such that a minority become “economically 
strong,” while the majority become proletanans, 1f a minor- 
ity expand their landownership and wax nch, while the 
majority always have a deficit and become ruined, how can 
one speak of the process in general being a “benefit and 
blessing”? Very likely the author wanted to say that the 
process 18 of benefit to both the one and the other section 
of the peasantry But then, firstly, he should have examined 
the position of each group and have investigated it sep- 
arately, and, secondly, 1n view of the antagonism existing 
between the groups he should have definitely estabhshed 
from which group's viewpoint reference 18 made to the *bene- 
fit and blessing " This example goes to confirm over and 
over again the unsatisfactory and incomplete character of 
Mr Struve's objectivism 

Since Mr N —on holds an opposite view on this subject 
and asserts that an "increase in the productivity of agn- 
cultural labour* cannot serve to raise the national well- 
being if the goods are produced as commodities" (S ketches, 
p 266) Mr Struve now proceeds to refute this opin- 
100 

Firstly, he says, the peasant who has been hit by the 
full weight of the contemporary crisis, produces grain for 
bis own consumption, he does not sell grain, but buys extra 
supplies of ıt For such peasants—and they constitute as 
much as 50% (one-horse and horseless) and certainly not less 
than 25% (horseless)—increased labour productivity 18 at 
any rate beneficial, despite the drop 1n the price of grain 

Yes, of course, an increase in productivity would be 
beneficial to such a peasant, 1f he could retain his farm and 


© “However desirable and necessary” it "may be," adds Mr N —on. 
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raise 1t to a higher level. But the trouble 1s that the one-horse 
and horseless peasants do not enjoy these conditions They 
are not able to retain their present farms, with their primi- 
tive implements, careless cultivation of the soil, etc , let 
alone improve their farming technique Technical improve- 
ment 1s the result of the growth of commodity economy 
And if, at the present stage of the development of commodity 
economy, even those peasants who have to buy extra sup- 
plies for themselves find ıt necessary to sell grain, then, 
at the following stage, such sales will be still more essential 
(the author himself recognises the need for a transition from 
natural to commodity economy), and the competition of 
peasants who have improved their farming methods will 
inevitably and immediately expropriate proletarians who 
are tied to the land and turn them into proletarians who 
are as free as birds | have no wish to say that such a 
change will be of no benefit to them On the contrary, 
once the producer has fallen into the clutches of capital— 
and this 1s an undoubtedly accomplished fact as regards 
the group of the peasantry under examination— complete 
freedom, which enables him to change masters, and gives 
him a free hand, 1s very much of “a benefit and a blessing” 
to him But the controversy between Messrs Struve 
and N —on is not at all conducted around such consider- 
ations 

Secondly, continues Mr Struve, Mr N —on “forgets 
that an increase 1n the productivity of agricultural labour 
is only possible by effecting changes 1n the technique and 
in the system of farming or crop growing” (206) Certainly, 
Mr N —on forgets that, but this consideration merely 
strengthens the thesis of the inevitability of the total 
expropriation of the economically weak peasants, the “pro- 
letanan type" of peasants. To effect technical improve- 
ments money resources must be available, but these 
peasants do not even possess enough food resources 

Thirdly, concludes the author, Mr N —on 18 wrong in 
asserting that a mse in the productivity of agricultural 
labour will compel competitors to lower prices For such 
a price reduction—Mr Struve rightly remarks—it 1s 
necessary that the productivity of our agricultural labour 
should not only catch up with that of Western Europe 
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[in that case we shall sell produce at the level of socially 
necessary labour], but even outstrip ıt That objection 18 
quite a sound one, but it tells us nothing whatever about 
which particular section of the “peasantry” will benefit 
from this technical improvement and why 

“In general, Mr N —on has no reason to fear an in- 
crease 1n the productivity of agricultural labour" (207) He 
does so, 1n Mr Struve's view, because he cannot imagine 
agricultural progress except as the progress of extensive 
agriculture, accompanied by the ever-increasing elimina- 
tion of workers by machines 

The author very aptly describes Mr N —on's attitude 
to the growth of agricultural technique with the word "fear", 
he ıs quite mght tn saying that this fear 1s absurd But 
his line of argument does not, we think, touch the basic er- 
ror of Mr N —on 

While Mr N —on apparently adheres to the strict letter 
of the doctrine of Marxism, he none the less draws a sharp 
distinction between the capitalist evolution of agriculture 
and the evolution of manulacturing industry 1n capitalist 
society, the distinction being that he recognises the pro- 
gressive work of capitalism with regard to the latter—the 
socialisation of labour—and does not do so with regard to 
the former That 1s why he “does not fear" an increase 1n the 
productivity of labour with regard to manufacturing indus- 
try, but “does fear" ıt as regards agriculture, although the 
social-economic aspect of the matter and the reflection of 
this process on the different classes of society are exactly 
the same in both cases Marx expressed this point very 
strikingly in the following remark *Philanthropic English 
economists, hke Mill, Rogers, Goldwin Smith, Fawcett, 
etc , and hberal manufacturers hke John Bright and Co, 
ask the English landed proprietors, as God asked Cain after 
Abel, where are our thousands of freeholders gone? But 
where do you come from, then? From the destruction of 
those freeholders Why don't you ask further, where are 
the independent weavers, spinners, and artisans gone?” 
(Das Kapital, 1, S 780, Anm 237 )"* The last sentence 
clearly identifies the fate of the smal] producers 1u agricul- 
ture with the fate of those 1n manutacturing industry, and 
emphasises the formation of the classes of bourgeois society 
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1n both cases * Mr N —on's chief error hes precisely in the 
fact that he ignores these classes, their formation among 
our peasantry, and does not set himself the aim of tollowing, 
with the utmost precision, every successive stage in the 
development of the antithesis between these classes 

But Mr Struve deals with the problem quite differently 
Far from correcting the error of Mr N —on that we have 
mentioned, he himself repeats it, arguing from the view- 
point of a professor standing above classes about the “bene- 
fit" of progress to the “peasantry " This attempt to rise above 
classes leads the author to extreme haziness ın stating his 
points, a haziness so great that the following bourgeois 
conclusions may be drawn from them 1n opposition to the 
undoubtedly correct thesis that capitalism in agriculture 
(as capitalism ın industry) worsens the conditions of the 
producer, he advances the thesis of the "benefit" of these 
changes in general This 13 the same as 1f someone were to 
argue about machines in bourgeois society and refute the 
romantic economist's theory that they worsen the conditions 
of the working people by proots of the “benefit and blessing" 
of progress in general 

In reply to Mr Struve's view the Narodmik will very hkely 
say what Mr N —on fears 1s not increased productivity of 
labour, but bourgeoisdom 

There 1s no doubt that technical progress 1n agriculture 
under our capitalist system 1s connected wilh bourgeoisdom, 
but the “fear’ displayed by the Narodniks 1s, of course, quite 
absurd Bourgeoisdom 1s a fact of actual life, labour 1s sub- 
ordinated to capital in agriculture too, and what 1s to be 
"feared" 1s not bourgeoisdom, but the producer's lack of 
consciousness of this bourgeoisdom, his inability to defend 
his interests against ıt That 1s why 1t 1s not the retardation 
of the development of capitalism that 18 to be desired, but 
on bx contrary, its full development, its thorough develop- 
men 

To show with as great detail and precision as possible the 
basis of the error committed by Mr Struve 1n treating 
agriculture in capitalist society, let us try to depict (in 


* See particularly § 4 of Chapter XXIV “ talist 
Farmer" Pp 773-76 9 apter Genesis of the Capitali 
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the most general outhne) the process of the formation of 
classes together with the technical changes that gave grounds 
for the argument In this connection Mr Struve distin- 
guishes strictly extensive agriculture and intensive, seeing 
the root of Mr N —on's misapprehensions in his refusal to 
recognise anything but extensive agriculture We shall 
endeavour to prove that Mr N —on’s chief error lies not 
1n this, and that as agriculture becomes intensive the forma- 
tion of the classes of bourgeois society 1s essentially identi- 
cal with that taking place as extensive agriculture develops 

There 1s no need to say much about extensive agriculture, 
because Mr Struve also admits that here the “peasantry” 
are ousted by the bourgeoisie Let us merely note two points 
Firstly, technical progress 18 evoked by commodity economy, 
to bring ıt about the proprietor must have free, surplus 
monetary resources [surplus 1n relation to his consumption 
and the reproduction of his means of production] Where 
can these resources be got? Obviously from no other source 
than the conversion of the cycle commodity—money— 
commodity into the cycle money—commodity—money 
with a surplus In other words, these resources can be got 
exclusively from capital, from merchant's and usury capital, 
from the same ‘welshers, kulaks, merchants,” etc , whom 
the naive Russian Narodniks assign not to capitalism but 
to “rapacity” (as though capitalism 1s not rapacity! as though 
Russian reality does not show us the interconnection of all 
possible vaneties of this "rapacity"—from the most prim- 
itive and primeval kulakdom to the very latest, rational 
enterprise!)* Secondly, let us note Mr N —on’s strange 


* Messrs the Narodniks bave another, very profound method of 
covenng up the roots of our industrial capitalism in "people's pro- 
duction” 1e, in “peoples” usury and kulakdom The kulak takes 
his "savings" to the state bank, his deposits enable the bank, by 
basing itself on the growth of the people s wealth, people s savings, 
people s enterprise, people s solvency to borrow money from the 
Englishman ‘he “state directs the borrowed money to the aid 
of | —what a short-sighted policy! what deplorable ignoring of 
“modern science" and “modern moral jdeas !— the capitalists 
The question now arises 1s it not clear that if the state directed this 
money (of the capitalists) not to capitalism but to “people s produc- 
tion " — we here in Russia would have not capitalism but "people 8 
production | 
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attitude to this question In the second note to page 233 he 
relutes V Y Postmkov, author of Peasant Farming in 
South Russia, who points out that machines have exactly 
doubled the working area of the peasant household, from 
10 to 20 dessiatines per worker, and that for that reason the 
cause of ‘Russia’s poverty” 1s “the small size of the peasant 
farm" In other words, technical progress in bourgeois 
society leads to the expropriation of the small and backward 
farms Mr N —on objects tomorrow technique may raise 
the working area three times over Then the 60-dessiatine 
farms will have to be turned into 200- and 300-dessiatine 
farms Such an argument against the thesis of our agn- 
culture being bourgeois is as ridiculous as somebody setting 
out to prove the weakness and impotence of factory capital- 
ism on the grounds that the steam-engine of today will 
have to be replaced "tomorrow" by the electric motor 
"Nor is ıt known where the millions of released labour- 
ers get to'—adds Mr N —on, who sets himself up as 
Judge of the bourgeoisie and forgets that the producer 
himself ıs the only one to judge them The formation ol a 
reserve army of unemployed 1s just as necessary a result of 
the use of machinery ın bourgeois agriculture as ın bour- 
geois industry 

And so, with regard to the development of extensive agn- 
culture there 1s no doubt that technical progress under 
commodity economy leads to the transformation of the 
“peasant” into à capttalist farmer, on the one hand (under- 
standing by farmer the entrepreneur, the capitalist in. agrı- 
culture), and a farm labourer or day labourer, on the other 
Let us now examine the case where extensive agriculture 
becomes intensive It 1s from this process that Mr Struve 
expects beneht for the peasant” To prevent any aigu- 
ment about the suitability of the material we are using 
to describe this transition, let us make use of Mr A I 
Shvortsov s* The Influence of Steam Transport on 


* It is customary in our literature. to regard him as a Marxist 
There is just as little grounds for that as there is for placing Mr N 
—on among the Marxists Mr A skvortsovis also unacquainted with 
the theory of tix. class struggle and the class character of the state 
His practical proposals 1a bis Economic Studtes are no different from 
ordinary bourgeois proposals. He takes a far more sober view of Rus- 
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Agriculture, who has earned such boundless praise from 
Mr Struve 

In Chapter 3 of the fourth section of his book, Mr A 
Skvortsov examines the "change 1n agricultural technique 
under the influence of steam transport" 1n countries employ- 
ing extensive and intensive farming Let us take his de- 
scription of this change in the thickly-populated extenswe 
countries One might think that central European Russia 
would fit into that category Mr Skvortsov foresees for 
such a country the changes that, 1n Mr Struve's opinion, 
will inevitably take place in Russia too, namely, transfor- 
mation 1nto a country of intensive agriculture with developed 
factory production 

Let us follow Mr A Skvortsov ($$ 4-7, pp 440-51) 

A country of extensive* agriculture A very considerable 
part of the population 1s engaged 1n agriculture Uniformity 
of occupation leads to the absence of a market The popula- 
tion 18 poor, firstly, because of the small size of the farms 
and, secondly, because of the absence of exchange "require- 
ments other than food, which 1s raised by the agriculturist 
himself, are satisfied exclusively, ıt can be said, by the 
products of primitive artisan. establishmente, known as 
handicraft industry 1n Russia” 

The building of a railway raises the price of agricultural 
produce and, consequently, increases the purchasing power 
of the population “Together with the railway the country 
1s flooded with the cheap products of the manufactories and 
mills,” which ruin the local handicraftsmen This 1s the 
first cause of the "collapse of many farms” 

The second cause of the collapse 1s crop failures “Agri- 
culture has also been conducted hitherto 10 a primitive 


sian reality than Messrs. the Narodniks do, bot then on those 
grounds alone B Cbicberin and many others should also be regarded 
as Marxists 

* Mr A Skvortsov points out that by a country employing exten- 
sive agriculture a tbinly-populated one is usually unders (foot- 
note to page 439) He considers this a wrong definition and gives 
the following as the features of extensive perg 1) considerable 
harvest fluctuations, 2) homogeneity of crops and 3) absence of home 
markets, i e, of big towns where manufacturing industry 1s couceu- 
traled 
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fashion, 1e , always ın an irrational way and, consequent- 
ly, harvest failures are no rare occurrence, but with the 
building of the railway line the rise ın the price of the prod- 
uct, that formerly resulted from crop failure, either does 
not take place at all or ın any case 18 considerably smaller 
That 1s why the natural consequence of the very first crop 
failure 1s usually the collapse of many farms The smaller 
the surpluses left from normal harvests and the more the 
population have had to count on earnings from handicraft 
industries, the more rapidly the collapse occurs ” 

In order to manage without handicraft industnes and to 
guarantee oneself against crop failures by going over to 
intensive (rational) agriculture, the following are neces- 
sary firstly, big monetary surpluses (from the sale of 
agricultural produce at higher prices), and, secondly, the 
intellectual force of the population, without which no 1n- 
creased rationality and intensity 1s possible The mass of the 
population do not, of course, enjoy these conditions they 
apply to a minority only * 

“The surplus population thus formed" [1e , as a result 
of the “liquidation” of many farms ruined by the failure of 
handicraft industries and by the greater demands on 
agriculture] “will partly be swallowed up by the farms that 
emerge from this situation more happily and that are able 
to increase the intensity of production” (1e, of course 
they will be “swallowed up” as wage-workers, farm labour- 
ers and day labourers Mr A Skvortsov does not say that, 
maybe because he considers 1t too obvious) A great expendi- 
ture of human energy will he required, since the proximity 
of the market brought about by 1mproved communications 
makes ıt possible to raise perishable produce, and “the 
latter, 1n most cases, entails a considerable expenditure of 
manpower " "Usually, however," continues Mr Skvortsov, 
"the process of destruction proceeds much more rapidly 
than the process of improving the surviving farms, and part 
of the ruined peasants have to move, at least to the towns, 
if not nght out of the country It 1s this part that has com 


* “For such a country (with a population dense for the given level 
of economic efficrency) we must assume that, on the one band, small 
surpluses and on the other, the population s low educational level, 
force many farms into liquidation ünder the changed conditions” (442) 
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stituted the main contingent added to the population of 
European cities since the railways were built " 

Further "Surplus population means cheap hands ” “The 
soil being fertile (and the climate favourable — ) all the 
conditions are created for the cultivation of plants and in 
general of raising agricultural produce that requires a large 
expenditure of labour-power per land umt" (443), especially 
since the small size of the farms (“although they will perhaps 
increase as compared with their former size") makes the 
introduction of machines diificult "In addition to ths, 
fixed capital will not remain unchanged, and first and tore- 
most ıt 18 tarm implements that will change their character ” 
And apart trom machines “the need for better cultivation of 
the soil will lead to the replacement of the former primi- 
tive implements by more up-to-date ones, and of wood 
by 1ron and steel This transformation will lead of necessity 
to the establishment here of factories engaged 1n the produc- 
tion of such implements, for they cannot be produced even 
tolerably well by handicraft methods " The development of 
this branch of 1ndustry 1s favoured by the following condi- 
tions 1) the need to get a machine or part of 1t rapidly, 
2) “hands are here in abundance, and they are cheap", 
3) fuel, buildings aud land are cheap, 4) "the small «ize of 
the economic units leads to an increased demand for 
implements, for 1t 1s well known that small farms require 
relatively more equipment " Other kinds of industries also 
develop “In general there is a development of urban hfe” 
There 1s a development, out of necessity, of mining indus- 
tries, “since, on the one hand, a mass of free hands 1s avail- 
able and, on the other, thanks to the railways and the 
development of the mechanised manufacturing and other 
industries there 1s an increased demand tor the products 
of the mining industry 

“Thus, such a district, which before the railway was 
built was thickly populated and whose agriculture was 
extensive, turns more or less quichly into a district of very 
intensive agriculture with more or less developed factory 
production” Increased intensity 13 manifested by the 
change ın the system of crop raising The threc-field system 
18 1mpossible because of harvest fluctuations A transition 
has to be made to a “crop rotation system,” which does away 
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with harvest fluctuations Of course, the complete crop 
rotation system,* which requires a very high level of intensity, 
cannot be introduced immediately At first, therefore, grain 
crop rotation [proper succession of crops] 1s introduced, 
cattle-raising, and the planting of fodder crops are developed 

“Finally, therefore, our thickly-populated extensive farm- 
ing district turns more or Jess rapidly, as railways develop, 
into one of highly intensive farming, and its intensity, as 
has been said, will grow primarily on account of an increase 
in variable capital ” 

This detailed description of the process of development 
of intensive farming shows clearly that in this case, too, 
technical progress under commodity production leads to 
bourgeois economy, splits the direct producers into the 
farmer, who enjoys all the advantages of intensive farming, 
improvement of implements, etc , and the worker, who with 
his "freedom" and his "cheapness" provides the most "favour- 
able conditions" for the "progressive development of the 
entire national. economy " 

Mr N —on’s chief. error 1s not that he ignores intensive 
agriculture and confines himself to extensive agriculture, 
but his vapid lamentations about "us" going the wrong way 
to which he treats the reader, 1nstead of analysing the class 
contradictions 1n the sphere of Russian agricultural produc- 
tion Mr Struve repeats this error by obscuring the class 
contradictions with “objective” arguments, and only corrects 
Mr N —on's secondary errors [t ıs all the more strange 
since he himself quite nghtly chides this *undoubted Marx- 
ist" with failing to understand the theory of the class 
struggle It 1s all the more regrettable since Mr Struve, by 
that error, weakens the force of his quite correct 1dea that 
"fear" of technical progress in agriculture 1s absurd 

To finish with this problem of capitalism in agriculture, 
let us sum up what has been said How does Mr Struve 
pose the problem? He starts out from the a prion, unfound- 
ed explanation of over-population being the result of popu- 
lation increases not conforming to the means of subsistence, 


* Its distinctive features are 1) all the land is put under the 
plough, 2) fallow is eliminated as far as possible, 3) there is a regular 
succession of crops in the rotation, 4) cultivation is as thorough as 
possible, 5) cattle are kept in stalls 
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then he points out that the production of food by our peas- 
ant 1s “inadequate,” and settles the problem by arguing 
that technical progress 1s beneficial to the “peasantry,” 
and that “agricultural productivity must be raised” (211) 
How should he have presented the problem had he been‘ bound 
bv the doctrine” of Marxism? He should have begun with an 
analysis of the given production relations in Russian agri- 
culture, and, atter showing that the oppression of the pro- 
ducer 1s to be explained not by chance or by politics but by 
the domination of capital, which necessarily comes into be- 
ing on the basis of commodity economy—he should then 
have shown how this capital destroys small production and 
what forms class contradiclions assume in the process He 
should then have shown how further development leads to 
capital growing from merchants into industrial (assuming 
such and such forms uuder extensive farming, and such and 
such under intensive), developing and accentuating the class 
contradiction whose basis was firmly laid under its old form, 
and once and for all opposing “tree” labour to “rational” 
production It would then have been sulficient simply to 
contrast these two suecessive forms of bourgeois production 
and bourgeois exploitation, 1n order that the “progressive” 
character of the change, its “advantage” to the producer 
should be quite evident 1n the first case the subordination 
of labour to capital 18 covered up by thousands of the rem- 
nants of medieval relations, which prevent the producer 
from seeing the essence of the matter and arouse in his 
ideologist’s mind absurd and reactionary ideas about the 
possibility of expecting aid from “society,” etc , 1n the second 
case this subordination 1s quite free of medieval fetters, and 
the producer 1s enabled to engage ın and understands the 
necessity for independent, conscious activity against his 
“antipode ” Instead of arguments about a ‘dilficult and 
paintul transition” to capitalism we would have had a theory 
that not only spoke of class contradictions but also really 
disclosed them ın each form of "irrational" and “rational” 
production, and of “extensive” and "intensive" farming 
The results we reach from our examination of the first 
part of Chapter VI of Mr Struve's book, which 1s devoted 
to the "character of over-population in agrarian Russia, 
can be formulated as follows 1) Mr Struve’s Mallhusianism 18 
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not supported by any factual data and 1s based on methodolog- 
ically incorrect and dogmatic postulates 2) Over-popula- 
tion 1n agranan Russia 1s explained by the domination of 
capital and not by a lack of contormity between the increase 
in the population and the means of subsistence 3) Mr 
Struve’s thesis about the natural-economic character of 
over-population 1s only true 1n the sense that the survival 
of feudal relations holds back agricultural capital in 
forms that are undeveloped and are therefore particularly 
hard for the producer 4) Mr N —on did not prove the 
capitalist character of over-population in Russia because 
he did not investigate the domination of capital in agricul- 
ture 5) Mr N —on's main error, repeated by Mr Struve, 
is that he did not analyse the classes that come into being 
where bourgeois agriculture develops 6) This ignoring of 
class contradictions by Mr Struve naturally led to the fact 
that the quite correct thesis of the progressiveness and 
desirability of technical improvements was expressed in 
an extremely vague and unsatisfactory form 


H 


Let us now pass to the second part of Chapter VI, which 
1s devoted to the problem of the break-up of the peasantry 
This part 1s directly and immediately connected with the 
previous part, and serves as additional material on the prob- 
lem of capitalism in agriculture 

Indicating the rise in the prices of agricultural produce 
during the first 20 years following the Reform, and to the 
extension of commodity production in agnculture, Mr 
Struve quite nghtly says that “in the main it was the land- 
owners and prosperous peasants who benefited” from 1t 
(214) “Differentiation among the peasaut population had 
to increase, and its first successes relate to this epoch” 
The author cites the remarks of local investigators to the 
effect that the building of railway hes merely raised the 
living standard of the prosperous part of the peasantry, that 
the renting of land gives rise to a “regular battle" among the 
peasants, which always leads to the victory of the economical- 
ly strong elements (216-17) Hecites V Postnikov's research, 
according to which the farms of the prosperous peasants are 
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already so far subordinated to the market that 4096 of the 
sown area yields produce for sale, and, adding that at the 
opposite pole the peasants “lose their economic independ- 
ence and, by selling their labour-power, are on the verge of 
becoming farm labourers,” rightly concludes "Only the pen- 
etration of exchange economy explains the fact that the 
economically strong peasant farms can derive benefit from 
the ruin of the weak households” (223) “The development of 
money economy and the growth of the population,” says the 
author, “lead to the peasantry splitting into two parts 
one that 1s economically strong and consists of representa- 
tives of a new force, of capital ın all its forms and stages, 
and the other, consisting of semi-independent peasants and 
real farm labourers” (239) 

Brief as they are, the author's remarks on this “differentia- 
tion” nevertheless enable us to note the following important 
features of the process under examination 1) It 1s not con- 
fined just to the creation of property inequality a “new 
force" 1s created—capital 2) The creation of this new 
force 1s accompanied by the creation of new types of peasant 
farms firstly, of a prosperous, economically strong type 
that engages in developed commodity economy, crowds out 
the peasant poor in the renting of land, and resorts to the 
exploitation of the labour of others * secondly, of a “pro- 
letarian” peasantry, who sell their labour-power to capi- 
tal 3) All these phenomena have grown directly and 1mme- 
diately on the basis of commodity production Mr Struve 
himself has pointed out that without commodity produc- 
tion they were impossible, but with its penetration into the 
countryside they became necessary 4) These phenomena 
(the “new force,” the new types of peasantry) relate to the 
sphere of production, and are not confined to the sphere of 
exchange, commodity circulation capital 1s manifested ın 
agricultural production, the same 18 true of the sale of 
labour-power 


* Mr Struve makes no mention of this feature It is also ex- 
ressed 1n the use of wage-labour, which plays no small part on the 
firms of the prosperous peasants and in the operations of the usury 
and merchant s capital in their hands which likewise deprives iH 
producer of surplus value In the absence of this feature we cann 


speak of “capital” 
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It would seem that these features of the process are 
a direct indication that we have to do with a purely 
capitalist phenomenon, that the classes typical of capitalist 
society, bourgeoisie and proletariat, are taking shape 
within the peasantry Moreover, these facts bear witness 
not only to the domuration of capital in agriculture, but 
also to capital having already taken a second step, it one 
may put it that way From merchant's ıt turns into indus- 
trial capital, from a dominant force on the market into a 
dominant force 11 production, the class antithesis between 
the rich buyer-up and the poor peasant turns into the anti- 
thesis between the rational bourgeois employer and the tree 
seller of free hands 

Even here Mr Stiuve cannot get along without his Mal- 
thusianism, in his view only one side of the matter finds 
expression 1n the process mentioned (“only the progressive 
side”), but 1n addition to 1t he sees another, the ' technical 
irrationality of all peasant economy" “in 1t expression 1S 
given, so to speak, to the retrogressive side of the whole 
process,” it ‘levels” the peasantry, smooths out 1nequality, 
operating “in connection with the growth of the popu- 
lation” (223-24) 

The ouly thing that 1s clear 1n this rather hazy argument 
1s that the author prefers extremely abstract proposit.ons to 
concrete statements, that he tacks on to everything the “law” 
that increases in population conform to the means of subsist 
ence I say “tacks on” because, even 1f we confine ourselves 
strictly to the tacts cited by the author himself, we can 
find no indication of any concrete features of the process 
that do not fit in with the “doctrine” of Marxism and that 
require the recogmtion of Malthusiamsm Let us go over this 
process once again we start with natural producers, peas- 
ants more or less of one type * The penetration of commodity 
production into the countryside makes the wealth of the 
individual peasant household dependent on the market, thus 


* Working for the landlord This aspect 1s set aside in order that 
the transition from natural to commodity economy may stand out 
in greater relief It has already been said that the remnants of the 
“old-nobilily relations worsen the conditions of the producers aud 
make their ruin paiticularly oncrous 
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creating inequality by means of market fluctuations and 
accentuating 1t by concentrating free money 1n the hands 
of some, and ruimng others This money naturally serves 
for the exploitation of the propertyless, turns into capital 
Capital can exploit peasants in the grip of ruin as long as 
they retain their tarms, and, letting them carry on as be- 
fore, on the old, technically irrational basis, can exploit 
them by purchasing the product of their labour But the 
peasant’s ruin. finally develops to such a degree that he 1s 
compelled to give up his farm altogether he can no longer 
sell the product of his labour, all he can do 1s to sell his 
labour Capital then takes charge of the farm, and 1s now 
compelled, by virtue of competition, to organise 1t on sation- 
al lines, 1t 18 enabled to do so thanks to the free monetary 
resources previously “saved”, capital no longer exploits 
the peasant farmer but a farm labourer or a day labourer 
One can well ask what are the two sides the author finds 
in this process? How does he find 1t possible to draw the 
monstrous Malthusian conclusion that "the technical 
irrationality of the farm, and not capitalism” [note the “and 
not'] is the enemy that deprives our peasantry of their 
daily bread” (224) As though this daily bread ever went in 
its entirety to the producer, and was not divided into the 
necessary product and the surplus, the latter being ac- 
quired by the landlord, the kulak, the "strong" peasant, the 
capitalist! 

One must, however, add that on the question of “level- 
hng" the author gives some further explanation He says 
that the “result of the levelling referred to above” 1s the 
“decline or even the disappearance of the middle section of the 
peasant population noted 1n many places" (225) Citing a 
passage from a Zemstvo publication which notes “a stall 
greater increase in the distance separating the rural rich 
from the landless and horseless proletariat,” he concludes 
“The levelling 1n the present case 18, of course, at the same 
time differentiation, but on the basis of such differentiation 
only bondage develops, which can be nothing more than 
a brake on economic progress” (226) And so it now turns 
out that the differentiation created by commodity economy 
should not be contrasted to “levelling,” but to differentia- 
tion as well, only differentiation of another kind, namely, 
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bondage But since bondage is a "brake" on “economic prog- 
ress,” the author calls this "side" “regressive ” 

The argument 1s based on extremely strange methods 
that are not Marxist at all A comparison 1s made between 
“bondage” and “differentiation” as between two independent, 
special “systems”, one 18 praised tor assisting ‘ progress”, 
the other 1s condemned for being a brake on progress What 
has become oí Mr Struve's demand tor an analysis of class 
contradictions, for lack of which he so rightly attacked Mr 
N —on, of the theory of the “spontaneous process" of which 
he spoke so well? Why, this bondage which he has now demol- 
ished as retrogressive 1s nothing but the imitial manifesta- 
tion of capitalism 1n agriculture, of that very same capital- 
ism which leads later to sweeping technical progress And 
what, indeed, 1s bondage? It 1s the dependence ot the peas- 
ant who owns his means of production, and 1s compelled to 
work for the market, on the owner of money—a depend- 
ence that, however differently 1t may express itself (wheth- 
er in the form of usury capital or of the capital of the buyer- 
up, who monopolises marketing)—always leads to an enor- 
mous part of the product of labour falling 1nto the hands 
of the owner of money and not of the producer Hence, it 
1s purely capitalist 1n essence,* and the entire peculiarity 
consists 1n the fact that this initial, embryonic form of 
capitalist relations 18 totally enmeshed 1n the feudal rela- 
tions of former times. here there 1s no free contract, but a 
forced deal (sometimes by order of "those at the top," some- 
times by the desire to keep their undertakings, sometimes by 
old debts, etc ), the producer 1s here tied to a definite place 
and to a definite exploiter as against the 1mpersonal charac- 


* All the features are here present commodity production as 
the basis, monopoly of the product of social labour in the form 
of money as the result the turning of this money into capital 
] do not in the least forget that in some cases these initial forms of 
capital were encountered even before the capitalist system came into 
being The point, however is that in contemporary Russian peasant 
economy they are not isolated cases but the rule the dominant system 
of relations They have now linked up (through commercial deals and 
the banks) with large-scale factory machine capitalism and have tbere- 
zi shown their tendency they have shown that the representatives 
of this "bondage" are merely rank-aud file soldiers of the army of tbe 
bourgeoisie, one and indivisible 
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ter of the commodity deal that 1s peculiar to purely capi- 
tahst relations, here the deal always has the personal 
character of "aid," "benefaction,"—and this character of 
the deal 1nevitably places the producer 1n a position of per- 
sonal, semi-feudal dependence Such of the author's expres- 
sions as "levelling," "brake on progress," "regression," mean 
nothing but that capital first takes hold of production on 
the old basis, and subordinates the technically backward 
producer The author's remark that the presence of capital- 
ism does not entitle us “to blame ıt for all misfortunes” 
1s true 1n the sense that our peasant who works for others 
suffers not only from capitalism, but also from the insuffi- 
cient development of capitalism In other words, among the 
huge mass of the peasantry there are now practically none 
who produce independently for themselves, 1n addition to 
work for “rational” bourgeois farmers we only see work for 
the owners of money capital, 1e, also capitalist exploita- 
tion, but exploitation which 18 undeveloped and primitive, 
and because of this 1t, firstly, worsens the conditions of the 
labouring peasant tenfold, involving him in a network of 
specific and additional encumbrances, and, secondly, prevents 
him (and his 1deologist, the Narodnik) from understanding 
the class character of the “annoyances” inflicted on him and 
from regulating his activities 1n accordance with this char- 
acter of the annoyances Consequently, the “progressive side” 
of “differentiation” (to use the language of Mr Struve), 1s that 
it brings into the hght of day the contradiction hidden behind 
the bondage and deprives the former of 1ts “old-nobility” 
features Narodism, which stands for levelling out the peas- 
ants (before the kulak), 1s “regressive” because ıt desires to 
keep capital within those medieval forms that combine ex- 
ploitation with scattered, technically backward production 
and with personal pressure on the producer In both cases (1n 
the case of “bondage” and of “differentiation”) the cause of 
oppression 1s capitalism and the author's statements to the 
contrary, that 1t 1s "not capitalism" but “technical irration- 
ality,” that ^t 15 not capitalism that 1s to blame for the 
poverty of the peasants," etc , merely show that Mr Struve 
has been carried too far in his support of the correct idea 
that developed capitalism 1s to be preferred to undeveloped, 
and as a result of the abstractness of lis propositions he has 
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contrasted the former to the latter not as two successive 
stages of the development of the given phenomenon, but 
as two separate cases * 


HI 


The author also lets himself get carried away 1n the fol- 
lowing argument, when he says that 1t 1s not large-scale 
capitalism which causes the ruin of the peasantry He 
enters hcre into acontroversy with Mr N —on 

The cheap production of manufactured goods,says Mr N — 
on, speahing of factory made clothing, has caused a reduction 
in their domestic production (p 227 of Mr Struve’s book) 

“Here the cart 1s put before the horse,” exclaims Mr 
Struve, “as can be proved without difficulty The reduction 
in the peasant output of spinning materials led to an 1nciease 
in the production and consumption of the goods of the capi- 
talist cotton industry, and not the other way round" (227) 

The author hardly puts the issue properly, hiding the 
essence of the matter under details of secondary 1mportance 
If we start from the fact of the development of factory 1n- 
dustry (and Mr N —on makes precisely the observation of 
that fact his starting-point), we cannot deny that the cheap- 
ness of factory goods also speeds up the growth of commodity 
economy, speeds up the ousting of home-made goods By 
objecting to this statement of Mr N —on's, Mr Struve 
merely weakens his argument against that author, whose 
main error 1s that he tries to present the “factory” as some- 
thing isolated from the “peasantry,” as something that has 
come down upon them accidentally, from outside, whereas, 
in fact, the "factory" (both according to the theory that 
Mr N —on desires loyally to support, and according to 


* On what grounds, the reader will possibly ask does this relate 
only to Mr Struve s being carried away? On the ground thal the author 
quite definitely recognises capitalism to be the main background 
against which all the phenomena described take place He quite clearly 
pointed to the rapid rou of commodity economy to the splitting u 
of the peasantry and to the "spread of improved implements" (A5) 
ete on the one hand—and to the “separation of the peasants from 
the land the creation of a rural proletariat” (238), on the other He 
himself finally characterised it as the creation of a new force— 
capital, and noted the decisive importance of the appearance of tbe 
capitalist between the producer and the consumer 
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the data of Russian history) ıs merely the final stage of the 
development of the commodity organisation of the entire 
social nd, consequently, peasant economy Large-scale 
bourgeois production 1n the "factory" 1s the direct and 1mme- 
diate continuation of petty-bourgeois production in the 
village, ın the notorious "village community" or ın handi- 
craft industry “In order that the ‘factory form' should 
become ‘cheaper,’” Mr Struve quite rightly says, "the peas- 
ant has to adopt the viewpoint of economic rationality, on 
condition that money economy exists” “If the peasantry 
had adhered to natural economy no textile tabrics 
would have tempted them " 

In other words, the "factory form" 1s nothing more than 
developed commodity production, and ıt developed from the 
undeveloped commodity production of peasant and handi- 
craft economy The author wishes to prove to Mr N —on 
that the "factory" and the "peasantry" are interconnected, 
that the economic "principles" of their organisation are not 
contradictory,* but identical To do that he should have 
reduced the problem to that of peasant economic organisa- 
tion, and opposed Mr N —on by the thesis that our small 
producer (the peasant-agriculturist and the handicraftsman) 
is a petty bourgeois By posing the problem that way 
he would have transferred 1t from the sphere of arguments 
on what "should" be, what "may" be, etc , 1nto the sphere 
of explaining what is, and why tt is that way, and not other- 
wise To refute this thesis the Narodniks would have either 
to deny generally-known and undoubted facts about the 
growth of commodity economy and the splittang-up of the 
peasantry land these facts prove the petty-bourgeeis charac- 
ter of the peasantry], or else to deny the elementary truths 
of political economy To accept this thesis would mean 
to admit the absurdity of contrasting "capitalism" to the 
"people's system," to admit the reactionary character of 
schemes to "seek different paths for the fatherland" and 
address requests for “socialisation” to bourgeois "society" or 
to a "state" that 1s still half “old-nobility” 1n character 


* The Narodniks said this openly and directly but the "un- 
doubted Marxist " Mr N —on presents this same nonsense in vague 
phrases about a "people s system and people s production garnished 
with quotations from Marx 
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Instead, however, of beginning at the beginmng,* Mr 
Struve begins at tlie end We reject," says he, "one of the 
most fundamental postulates of the Narodmik theory of Rus- 
sia's economic development, the postulate that the develop- 
ment of large-scale manufacturing industry ruins the peasant 
agriculturist” (246) Now that means, as the Germans say, to 
throw out the baby with the bath water! “The development 
of large-scale manufacturing industry” means and expresses 
the development of capitalism And that ıt 1s capitalism 
which ruins the peasant 18 by no means a corner-stone of 
Narodism, but of Marzism The Narodniks saw and contin- 
ue to see the causes of the separation of the producer from 
the means of production 1n the policy of the government, 
which, according to them, was a failure (“we” went the wrong 
way, etc ), 1n the stagnancy of society which rallied insuf- 
ficiently against the vultures and tricksters, etc , and not 1n 
that specific organisation of the Russian social economy which 
bears the name of capitalism Thatis why their “measures” 
amounted to action to be taken by "society" and the "state " 
On the contrary, when 1t is shown that the existence of the 
capitalist organisation of social economy 1s the cause of ex- 
propriation this leads inevitably to the theory of the class 
struggle (cf Struve’s book, pp 101, 288 and many other 
pages) The author expresses himself 1nexactly in speaking of 
the "agriculturist" ın general, and not of the opposing classes 
in bourgeois agriculture The Narodniks say that capitalism 
ruins agriculture and for that reason 1s 1ncapable of embrac- 
ing the country's entire production and leads this produc- 
tion the wrong way, the Marxists say that capitalism, both 
in manufacturing industry and in agriculture, oppresses 
the producer, but by raising production to a higher level 
creates the conditions and the forces for “socialisation '** 


* That ıs to say, beginning with the petty bourgeois character 
of the “peasant agriculturist as proof of the “inevitability and le- 
gitimacy” of large-scale capitalism 

** The rationalising of agriculture, on the ónehand which makes 
it for the first time capable of operating on a social scale, and the 
reduction ad absurdum of property in land, on the other are the great 
achievements of the capitalist mode of production Iike all of its 
other historical advances it also attained these by first completely 
impovertshing the direct producers (Das Kapital, Wl B,2 Th 
P 457) 138 


THE ECONOMIC CONTENT OF NARODISM 4S9 


Mr Struve s conclusion on this point 1s as follows ‘One 
of Mr N —on's cardinal errors 1s that he has completely 
transferred notions and categories from the established 
capitalist system to the contemporary economy of the 
peasant, which to this day 1s more natural than money econ- 
omy” (237) 

We have seen above that only Mr N -—on's complete 
ignoring of the concrete data of Russian agricultural capi- 
tahsm led to the ndiculous mistake of talking about a 
“contraction” of the home market He did not, however, 
make that mistake because he applied all the categories of 
capitalism to the peasantry, but because he did not apply 
any categories of capitalism to the data on agriculture The 
classes of the bourgeoisie and the proletariat are, of course, 
a most important "category" of capitalism Mr N —on 
not only did not "transfer" them to the "peasantry" (1e, 
did not give an analysis of exactly to what groups or sections 
of the peasantry these categories apply and how far they 
are developed), but, on the contrary, he argued ın purely 
Narodmik fashion, ignoring the opposite elements within 
the “village community,” and arguing about the “peasantry” 
1n general It was this that led to his thesis on the capitalist 
character of over-population, on capitalism as the cause 
of the expropriation of the agriculturist, remaining un- 
proven and merely serving to build a reactionary utopia, 


IV 


In $ VIII of the sixth chapter, Mr Struve sets forth 
his 1deas about pnvate-landowner farming He quite nght- 
ly shows how closely and directly the forms assumed by 
this sort of farming depend on the ruin of the peasants 
The ruined peasant no longer “tempts” the landlord with 
“fabulous rental prices," and the landlord goes over to the 
employment of farm labourers Extracts 1n proof of this are 
cited from an article by Raspopin, who analysed Zemstvo 
statistical data on landlord economy, and from a Zemstvo 
publication on current statistics which notes the “enforced” 
character of the increase in the cultivation of landlord 
estates on capitalist hines. [n reply to Messrs the Narodmks, 
who so willingly hide the fact of capitalism's present domi- 
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nation 1n agriculture beneath arguments about its ' future" 
aud its "possibility," the author makes a precise reference 
to the actual situation 

We must stop here just to deal with the author's estimation 
of this phenomenon, who calls ıt the "progressive trends 
in private-landowner farming" (244) and says that these 
trends are created by the 'inexorable logic of economic 
evolution” (240) We fear that these quite correct proposi- 
tions, by reason of their abstractness, will be unintelligible 
to the reader who 1s not acquainted with Marxism, that the 
reader will not understand—unless definite reference 1s 
made to the succession of such and such systems of economy, 
such and such forms of class antagonism— why the given 
trend 1s "progressive" (from the only viewpoint, of course, 
from which the Marxist can pose the problem, from the 
viewpoint of a defimte class), whv, exactly, 1s the evolution 
that is taking place “inexorable” Let us therefore try 
to depict this succession (at least in the most general 
outline) parallel to the Narodmk representation of the 
matter 

The Narodmk presents the process of the development 
of the economy of farm labourers as a transition from “inde- 
pendent” peasant farming to dependent farming, and, natu- 
rally, considers this to be regression, decline, ete Such a 
picture of the process is quite untrue in fact, does not 
correspond to reality at all, and hence the conclusions 
drawn from 1t are also absurd By presenting things 1n this 
optimistic way (optimistic ın relation to the past and the 
present), the Narodmk simply turns his back on the facts 
established by Narodmk literature itself, and turns his 
face towards utopias and possibilities 

Let us start from pre-Reform feudal economy 

The main content of the production relations at that 
time was as follows the landlord supplied the peasant with 
land, timber for building, the means of production in gen- 
eral (sometimes even the means of hvelihood) for each 
separate household and, while letting the peasant gain his 
own livelihood, compelled him to work all the surplus tune 
doing corvée service for him, the landlord 1 underscore 
the words "all the surplus time' in order to note that there 
can be no question, under this system, of the peasant's 
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“independence "* The “allotment” with which the landlord 
"supplied" the peasant was nothing more than wages in 
kind, served wholly and exclusively for the exploitation 
of the peasant by the landlord, to 'supply" the landlord 
with hands and actually never to provide for the peasant 
himself ** 

Then, however, came the 1nvasion of commodity economy 
The landlord began to produce graiu for sale and not lor 
himself ‘This gave rise to intensified exploitation of 
peasant labour and then to dilficulties with the allotment 
system, since it had become unprofitable for the landlord 
to supply members of the msing generation of peasants 
with allotments, and 1t was possible to settle accounts 1n 
money It became more convenient to separate the peas- 
ants’ land once and tor all trom that of the landlord (par- 
ticularly if 1n the process part of the allotments were cut 
off and if they were redeemed at a ‘fair” price) and to use 
the labour of the very same peasants, placed 1n materially 
worse conditions and forced to compete with former manor 
serfs, "gilt-landers,""* the more prosperous former state, 
appanage peasants, etc 

Serfdom collapses 

The system of economy—now serving the market (and 
this is very important)—changed, but did not do so at once 
New features and “principles’ were added to the old These 
new features consisted of the following the supplying of 
the peasant with means of production was no longer made 
the basis of Plusmacherei, but, on the contrary, 1t was his 
“separation” from the means of production, his need of 
money, the basis was no longer natural economy, natural 
exchange of “services” (the laudlord gives the peasant land, 
while the peasant provides the products of his surplus la- 
bour, grain, linen, etc ), but commodity, “free” money con- 
tract [t was thisform of economy, which combined old and 
new features, that has been predominant in Russia since 
the Reform The old-time methods of lending out land 1n 
return for work (farming in return for cut-off lands, for 


* I confine myself exclusively to the economic aspect of the matter 

** That is why reference to the feudal “allotment of land" as 
proof of the means of production belonging to the producer “from 
time immemorial” is false through and through 
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example) were supplemented by "winter hire"—the lending 
of money in return for work when the peasant is in par- 
ticular need of money and sells his labour for a song, the 
lending of grain in return for labour service, etc. The 
social-economic relations in the former "patriarchal estate" 
were reduced, as you see, to the most ordinary usurer's 
deal: they consisted of operations quite analogous to the 
operations of the buyer-up in relation to the handicraítsmen. 

There can be no doubt that this form of economy has 
become typical since the Reform, and our Narodnik litera- 
ture has supplied superb descriptions of this particularly 
unattractive form of Plusmacherei combined with feudal 
traditions and relations, and with the utter helplessness 
of the peasant tied to his “allotment.” 

But the Narodniks refused, and still refuse, to see the 
precise economic basis of these relations. 

The basis of domination is now not only the possession of 
the land, asin the old days, but also the possession of money, 
which the peasant is in need of (and money is a product of 
the social labour organised by commodity economy), and 
the "separation" of the peasant from the means of livelihood. 
Obviously, this is a capitalist, bourgeois relationship. The 
"new" features are nothing but the initial form of the domi- 
nation of capital in agriculture, a form not yet freed of the 
"old-nobility" fetters, a form that has created the class 
contradiction peculiar to capitalist society, but has not yet 
finally established it. 

With the development of commodity economy, however, 
the ground slips from under this initial form of the domina- 
tion of capital: the impoverishment of the peasantry has 
now developed to the point of utter ruin, the point when 
the peasants have lost their implements, by which the feu- 
dal and the bonded forms of labour were maintained—and 
the landlord is thus compelled to go over to the use of his 
own implements, and the peasant to become a farm labourer. 

That this transition has begun in post-Reform Russia 
is again an undoubted fact. This fact shows the line of devel- 
opment of the bonded form, which the Narodniks view in 
a purely metaphysical way—disregarding connections 
with the past, disregarding the urge to develop; this same fact 
shows the further development of capitalism, the further 
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development of the class contradiction that 1s peculiar to 
our capitalist society and that in the preceding epoch was 
expressed 1n the relation between the "kulak" and the peas- 
ant, and 1s now beginning to find expression ın the relation 
between the rational farmer and the farm labourer and day 
labourer 

Now 1t 1s this latter change that evokes the despair and 
horror of the Narodnik, who begins to howl about “depn- 
vation of the land,” “loss of independence,” “installation of 
capitalism” and the ills "threatening" as a result, etc , etc 

Look at these arguments ampartially and you will see, 
firstly, that they contain a falsehood, even though a well- 
intentioned one, since the economy of farm labourers is 
not preceded by peasant “independence” but by other 
ways of handing the surplus product over to some one 
who takes no part in its production Secondly, you will 
see the superficiality and the pettiness of the Narodmk 
protest, which make 1t vulgar socialism, as Mr Struve aptly 
puts ıt Why 1s this "installation" merely seen 10 1t3 second 
form, and not 1n both forms? Why 1s the protest not directed 
against the basic historical fact that concentrated the means 
of production 1n the hands of “private landowners,” instead 
of merely against one of the methods of utulising this monop- 
oly? Why 1s the root of the evil not seen in production 
relations that subordinate labour far and wide to the owner 
of money, instead of merely in the inequality of distribution 
that stands out 10 such relief 1n the latest form of these rela- 
tons? It 1s this basic circumstance—a protest against 
capitalism based on those same capitalist relations— 
that makes the Narodmks the 1deologiste of the petty bour- 
geoisie, who do not fear bourgeois reality, but merely 
1ts accentuation, which alone leads to a fundamental change. 


V 


Let us pass to the last point in Mr Struve's theoretical 
arguments, namely, to the "problem of markets for Russian 
capitalism” (245) 

The author begins his examination of the Narodnik-de- 
vised theory about there being no markets 1n this country, 
with the question “What does Mr V. V, understand by capi- 
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talism?" That question 1s a very relevant one, since Mr V V 
(and all Narodinks in general) have always compared the Rus- 
sian order of things with some English torm" (247) of capi- 
talism and not with its basic features, which have a different 
appearance ın each country It 1s ónly a pity that Mr Struve 
does not give a complete definition of capitalism, but points 
1n general to the “domination of exchange economy" [that 1s 
one teature, the second 1s the appropriation of surplus-value 
by the owner of money, his domination over labour], to 
“the system we see ın Western Europe” (247), “with all its 
consequences,” with the “concentration of 1ndustrial produc- 
tion, capitalism in the narrow sense of the word" (247) 

‘Mr V V ,"says the author, “did not go into an analysis 
of the concept ‘capitalism,’ but took ıt from Marx, who 
mainly had in view capitalism 1n the narrow sense, as the 
already fully established product of relations developing 
on the basis of the subordination of production to exchange” 
(247) One cannot agree with that Firstly, had Mr V V 
really taken his idea of capitalism from Marx, he would 
have had a correct idea of ıt, and could not have confused 
the “English form” with capitalism Secondly, ıt 1s quite 
untair to assert that Marx mainly had 1n view the "central- 
isaton or concentration of industrial production" [that 
is what Mr Struve understands by capitalism in the narrow 
sense] On the contrary, he tollowed up the development of 
commodity economy from its initial steps, he analysed capi- 
talism 1n its primitive forms of simple co-operation and manu- 
facture—forms centunes apart from the concentration of 
production by machines—and he showed the connection 
between capitalism in industry and in agriculture’ Mr 
Struve himself narrows down the concept of capitalism when 
he says “The object of Mr V V ’s study was the first steps 
of the national economy on the path from natural to commod- 
ity organisation” He should have said the last steps 
Mr V V, as far as we know, only studied Russia's post- 
Reform economy The beginning of commodity production 
relates to the pre-Reform era, as Mr Struve himself indi- 
cates (189-90), and even the capitalist organisation. of the 
cotton industry took shape before the emancipation of the 
peasants The Reform gave au impulse to the final develop- 
ment in this sense, ıt pushed the commodity form of labour- 


THE ECONOMIC CONTENT OF NARODISM 4% 


power and not the commodity form of the product of labour 
to the forefront, 1t sanctioned the domination of capitalist 
and not of commodity production The hazy distinction 
between capitalism in the broad and in the narrow sense* 
leads Mr Struve apparently to regard Russian capitalism 
as something of the future and not of the present, not as 
something already and definitely established He says, for 
example 

“Before posing the question 18 1t inevitable for Russia to 
have capitalism 1n the English form, Mr V V should have 
posed and settled a different one, a more general and hence 
more important question is it inevitable for Russa to 
pass from natural to money economy, and what 1s the rela- 
tion between capitalist production sensu stricto and commod- 
ity production ın general?" (247) That 1s hardly a conven- 
ient way of posing the question If the present, existing 
system of production relations ın Russia 1s clearly explained, 
then the problem of whether this or that hne of develop- 
ment 18 “inevitable” will be settled eo 1pso If, however, 1t 
1s not explained, then ıt will be insoluble Instead of argu- 
ments about the future (arguments beloved of Messrs the 
Narodniks) an explanation of the present should be given An 
outstanding fact in post-Reform Russia has been the out- 
ward, 1f one may so call ıt, mamfestation of capitalism, 
1e, manifestation of ıts “heights” (factory production, rank 
ways, banks, etc), and theoretical thought was 1immedi- 
ately faced with the problem of capitalism in Russia. The 
Narodniks have tried to prove that these heights are some- 
thing accidental, unconnected with the entire economic 
system, without basis and therefore impotent, and they 
have used the term "capitalism" in too narrow a sense, 
forgetting that the enslavement of labour to capital covers 
very long and diverse stages from merchant’s capital to 
the “English form " It 1s the job of Marxists to prove that 
these heights are nothing more than the last step 1n the de- 
velopment of the commodity economy that took shape 


* There is nothing to show what criterion the author uses to 
distinguish these concepts If by capitalism in the narrow sense is 
meant only machine industry, then it is not clear why manufacture 
should not be singled out, too if bv capitalism in the broad sense is 
meant only commodity economy, then there is ao capitalism ia M. 
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long ago ın Russia and everywhere, 1n all branches of pro- 
duction, gives rise to the subordination of labour to 
capital 

Mr Struve's view of Russian capitalism as something of 
the future and not of the present was expressed with partic- 
ular clarity in the following argument “So long as the 
contemporary village community exists, registered and 
consolidated by law, relations will develop on the basis of it, 
that have nothing 1n common with the *people's well-being '" 
[Surely not just “will develop", did they not develop so 
long ago that the whole of Narodnik literature, from its 
very outset, over a quarter of a century ago, described them 
and protested against them? ] "In the West we have several 
examples of the existence of individual farmsteads alongside 
of large-scale capitalist farming Our Poland and our south- 
west territory belong to the same order of things lt may be 
said that 1n Russia, both the community villages and those 
consisting of 1ndividual farms approach this type, 1nasmuch 
as the impoverished peasantry remain on the land and lev- 
elling influences among them are proving stronger than dif- 
ferentiating influences" (280) Is 1t merely a matter of ap- 
proaching, and not of already being that type at this very 
moment? To determine "type," one has, of course, to take the 
basic economic features of the system, and not legal forms 
If we look at these basic features of the economy of the Rus- 
sian countryside, we shall see the isolated economy of 
the peasant households on small plots of land, we shall see 
growing commodity economy that already plays a dominant 
role It 1s these features that give content to the concept 
“small individual farming " We shall see further the same 
peasant indebtedness to usurers, the same expropriation to 
which the data of the West testify The whole difference 
lies 1n the specific character of our juridical system (the peas- 
ants’ civic inequality, forms of land tenure), which retains 
stronger traces of the “old regime” as a result of the weak- 
er development of our capitalism But these specific fea- 
tures do not in the least disturb the uniformity of type 
of our peasant system and that of the West 

Proceeding to deal with the theory of markets itself, 
Mr Struve notes that Messrs V V and N —on are caught 
in a vicious circle while the development of capitalism re- 
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quires the growth of the market, capitalism ruins the popula- 
tion The author very unsuccessfully corrects this vicious 
circle with his Malthusianism, placing the blame for the 
ruin of the peasantry on the “growth of the population” and 
not on capitalism!! The mistake of the authors mentioned 
1s quite a different one capitalism not only ruins, but 
splits the peasantry into a bourgeoisie and a proletariat 
This process does not cut down the home market, but 
creates ıt commodity economy grows at both poles of the 
differentiating peasantry, both among the “proletanan” 
peasantry, who are compelled to sell “free labour,” and 
among the bourgeois peasantry, who raise the technical 
level of their farms (machinery, equipment, fertilisers, 
etc Cf Mr V V 's Progressive Trends in Peasant Farming) 
and develop their requirements Despite the fact that this 
conception of the process 1s directly based on Marx's theory 
of the relation between capitalism in industry and in agrı- 
culture, Mr Struve ignores it—possibly because he has 
been led astray by Mr V V 's "theory of markets " This 
latter person, supposedly basing himself on Marx, has pre- 
sented the Russian public with a “theory” claiming that 1n 
developed capitalist society a "surplus of goods” is inevi- 
table, the home market cannot be suíficient, a foreign one 
is necessary "This theory 1s a true one" (?!), declares Mr 
Struve, “inasmuch as 1t states the fact that surplus-value 
cannot be realised from consumption either by the capital- 
ists or by the workers, but presumes consumption by third 
persons" (251) We cannot agree with this statement at all. 
Mr V V 's"theory" (if one may speak of a theory here) 1s 
simply that of ignoring the distinction between personal and 
productive consumption, the distinction between the means 
of production and articles of consumption, a distinction 
without which ıt 1s impossible to understand the reproduc- 
tion of the aggregate social capital in capitalist society Marx 
showed this ın the greatest detail in Volume II of Capital 
(Part III "The Reproduction and Circulation of the Aggre- 
gate Social Capital") and dealt with it vividly in Volume I 
as well, when criticising the thesis of classical political 
economy according to which the accumulation of capital 
consists only of the transformation of surplus-value into 
wages, and not into constant capital (means of production) 
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plus wages To confirm this description of Mr V V 'stheory 
let us confine ourselves to two quotations from the articles 
mentioned by Mr Struve 

"Each worker," says Mr V V ın his article “The Excess 
in the Market Supply of Commodities," "produces more 
than he consumes himself, and all these surpluses accumu- 
late in few hands, the owners of these surpluses consume 
them themselves, for which purpose they exchange them 
within the country and abroad for the most varied objects 
of necessity and comforts, but however much they eat, 
drink or dance (sic!!)—they cannot dispose of the whole 
of the surplus-value" (Otechestvenniye Zapisht, 1883, No 5, 
p 14), and "to be more convincing’ the author ‘examines 
the chief expenditures" of the capitalist, such as dinners, 
travelling, etc We get it still more vividly in the article 
“Militarism and Capitalism” "The Achilles’ heel of the 
capitalist organisation of industry ıs the impossibility of 
the employers consuming the whole of their income” (Rus- 
skaya Mysl,1889, No 9, p 80) “Rothschild could not consume 
the entire increment to his income for the simple reason 
that this increment constitutes such a considerable mass 
of articles of consumption that Rothschild, whose every whim 
1s satisfied asit 1s, would find himself 1n very great difficul- 
ties,” etc 

All these arguments, as you see, are based on the naive 
view that the capitalist's purpose 1s only personal consump- 
tion and not the accumulation of surplus-value, on the 
mistaken idea that the social product splits up into v+s 
(vanable capital--surplus-value) as was taught by Adam 
Smith and all the political economists before Marx, and 
not into ¢+v+s (constant capital, means of production, 
and then into wages and surplus-value), as was shown by 
Marx Once these errors are corrected and attention 1s paid 
to the circumstance that 1n capitalist society an enormous 
and ever-growing part 1s played by the means of production 
(the part of the social products that 1s used for productive 
and not personal consumption, not for consumption by people 
but by capital) the whole of the notorious "theory" collapses 
completely Marx proved 1n Volume II that capitalist pro- 
duction 1s quite conceivable without foreign markets, with 
the growing accumulation of wealth and without any “third 
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persons,” whose introduction by Mr Struve 1s extremely 
unfortunate Mr Struve’s reasoning on this subject evokes 
amazement, especially as he himselt points to the overwhelm- 
ing significance of the home market for Russia and catches 
Mr V V tnpping on the “programme of development of 
Russian capitalism” based on a “strong peasantry” The 
process of the formation of this "strong" (that 1s, bourgeois) 
peasantry that 1s now taking place 1n our countryside clearly 
shows us the nse of capital, the proletarianisation of the pro- 
ducer and the growth of the home market the "spread of 1m- 
proved implements," for example, signifies precisely the accu- 
mulation of capital as means of production On this problem 
1t was particularly necessary, instead of dealing with "possi- 
bilities,” to outline and explain the actual process expressed 
in the creation of a home market for Russian capitalism * 


With this we conclude our examination of the theoretical 
part of Mr Struve’s book, and can now try to give a general, 
comprehensive, so to speak, description of the main methods 
used in his arguments, and thus approach the solution 
of the problems raised at the outset “Exactly what 1n this 
book may be assigned to Marxism?” “Which of the doctrine s 
(Marxism's) tenets does the author reject, supplement or 
correct, and with what results?” 

The main feature of the author’s arguments, as we noted 
from the start, 1s his narrow objectivism, which 1s confined 
to proving the inevitability and necessity of the process 
and makes no effort to reveal at each specific stage of this 
process the form of classcontradiction inherent 1n 1t—-an ob- 
jectivism that describes the process 1n general, and not each 
of the antagomstic classes whose conflict makes up the 
process 

We understand perfectly well that the author had his 
grounds for confining his "notes" to just the "objective" 
and, what 1s more, the most general side, bis grounds were, 
firstly, that in his desire to confront the Narodmks with 
the principles of hostile views, he set forth principia and 


* As this 18 a very important and complicated problem, we intend 
to devote a special article to it !* 
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nothing more, leaving their development and more concrete 
examination to the further development of the controversy, 
and, secondly, we tried 1n Chapter I to show that all that 
distinguishes Narodism from Marxism 1s the character of 
the eritictsm of Russian capitalism, the different ezplana- 
tion of 1t—from which 1t naturally follows that the Marxists 
sometimes confine themselves just to general “objective” 
propositions, and Jay emphasis exclusively on what distin- 
guishes our understanding (of generally-known facts) from 
that of the Narodmks 

Mr Struve, however, ıt seems to us, went too far in this 
respect Abstractness of exposition frequently yielded prop- 
ositions that could not but cause misunderstanding, the 
way the problem was posed did not differ from the methods 
current and dominant ın our hterature, the method of ar- 
guing 1n professorial style, from on high, about the paths and 
destiny of the fatherland and not about specific classes pur- 
suing such and such a path, the more concrete the author’s 
arguments, the more impossible did 1t become to explain the 
principia of Marxism and remain on the heights of general 
abstract propositions, the more necessary 1t was to make defi- 
nite reference to such and such a condition of such and such 
classes of Russian society, to such and such a relation between 
the various forms of Plusmacherei and the interests of the 
producers 

That 1s why we thought that an attempt to supplement 
and explain the author's thesis, to follow his exposition step 
by step, so as to show the need for a different way of posing 
the problem, the need for a more consistent way of applying 
the theory of class contradictions, would not be out of place 

As to Mr Struve's direct deviations from Marxism—on 
problems of the state, over-population, and the home 
market—sufficient has already been said about them 


VI 


In addition to a criticism of the theoretical content of 
Narodism, Mr Struve’s book contains, among other things, 
several remarks relating to Narodnik economie pohcy Al- 
though these remarks are given cursorily and are not devel- 
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oped by the author, we nevertheless must touch on them 1n 
order to leave no room for any misunderstanding 

These remarks contain references to the “rationality,” 
progressiveness, “intelligence,” etc, of the liberal, 16s, 
nde had policy as compared to the policy of the Narod- 
niks 

The author evidently wanted to contrast two policies 
that keep to the existing relations—and in this sense he 
quite rightly pointed out that a policy is "intelhgent" if 
it develops and does not retard capitalism, and 1t 1s " intelli- 
gent" not because it serves the bourgeoisie by increasingly 
subordinating the producer to them [the way 1n which varı- 
ous “simpletons” and “acrobats” try to explain it], but be- 
cause, by accentuating and refimng capitalist relations, 
it brings clarity to the mind of the one on whom alone 
change depends, and gives him a free hand 

It must, however, be said that this quite true propost- 
tion is badly expressed by Mr Struve, that owing to the ab- 
stractness pecuhar to him he voices it ın such a way that 
one sometimes wishes to say to him let the dead bury the 
dead In Russia there has never yet been a shortage of 
people who have devoted themselves, heart and soul, to 
creating theories and programmes that express the interests 
of our bourgeoisie, that express all these “urgent needs” 
of strong and big capital to crush small capital and to 
destroy its primitive and patriarchal methods of exploita- 
tion 

If the author had here also adhered strictly to the require- 
ments of the Marxist “doctrine,” demanding that exposition 
be reduced to the formulation of the actual process, and that 
the class contradictions behind each “intelligent,” “rational” 


* Let us indicate some examples of these remarks “Ifthe state 
desires to strengthen small but not large landownership then under 
the present economic conditions it cannot achieve this aim by cbasing 
after unrealisable economic equality among the peasantry but oniy 
by supporting its viable elements by creating an economically srong 
peasantry out of them” (240) “I cannot fail to see that the policy which 
18 aimed at creating such a peasantry (namely “economically strong, 
adapted to commodity production") will be the only intelligent and 
progressive policy" (281) "Russia must be transformed from a poor 
capitalist country into s rich capitalist country" (250) etc, up to 
the concluding phrase "Let us go and learn from capitalism 
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and progressive policy be disclosed, he would have expressed 
the same thought differently, would have posed the question 
in another way He would have drawn a parallel between 
those theories and programmes of hberalism, 1e, of the 
bourgeoisie, which have sprung up hke mushrooms since 
the great Reform, and factual data on the development ol 
capitalism ın Russia In this way he would have used the 
Russian example to show the connection between social ideas 
and economic development, something he tried to prove in 
the first chapters and that can only be fully established by 
a materialist analysis of Russian data In this way he would 
have shown, secondly, how naive the Narodniks are when 
they combat bourgeois theories ın their publications, and 
do so as though these theories are merely mistaken reason 
ing, and do not represent the interests of a powerful class 
which it 18 foolish to admonish, and which can only be 
“convinced” by the imposing force of another class In 
this way he would have shown, thirdly, which class actually 
determines “urgent needs" and "progress" ın this country, 
and how ndiculous the Narodniks are when they argue 
about which “path” "to choose " 

Messrs the Narodniks have seized on these expressions 
of Mr Struve's with particular dehght, gloating over the 
fact that the unhappy way they have been formulated has 
enabled various bourgeois economists (hhe Mr Yanzhul) 
and champions of serfdom (hke Mr Golovin) to seize upon 
some phrases torn out of the general context We have 
seen in what way Mr Struve's position, that has placed 
such a weapon into the hands of his opponents, is un- 
satisfactory 

The author's attempts to criticise Narodism merely as 
a theory that wrongly indicates the path for the father- 
land,* led to the hazy formulation of his attitude to the 
"economic pohcy" of Narodism This may be regarded as a 
wholesale denial of the policy, and not only of a half of 
1t [t is, therefore, necessary to dwell on this point 

Philosophising about the possibility of “different paths 
for the fatherland” 1s merely the outer vestment of Naro- 


* The author of Critical. Remarks indicates the cconomic basis 
of Narodism (pp 166-67) but in our view does 80 inadequately 
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dism But its content 1s representation of the interests and 
viewpoint of the Russian small producer, the petty bour- 
geois That 1s why the Narodmk, 1n matters of theory, 1s 
just as much a Janus, looking with one face to the past and 
the other to the future, as 1n real life the small producer 1s, 
who looks with one face to the past, wishing to strengthen 
his small farm without knowing or wishing to know any- 
thing about the general economic system and about the need 
to reckon with the class that controls 11—and with the other 
face to the future, adopting a hostile attitude to the capital- 
ism that is ruining him 

It 1s clear from this that 1t would be absolutely wrong to 
reject the whole of the Narodmk programme 1indiscrimi- 
nately and ın its entirety One must clearly distinguish its 
reactionary and progressive sides Narodism 18 reactionary 
insofar as 1t proposes measures that tie the peasant to the 
soil and to the old modes of production, such as the 1nal- 
renability of allotments, etc ,* insofar as ıt wants to retard 
the development of money economy, and insofar as it expects 
not partial improvements, but a change of the path to be 
brought about by “society” and by the influence of represent- 
atives of the bureaucracy (example Mr Yuzhakov, who 
argued in Russkoye Bogatstvo, 1894, No 7, about common 
tillage as projected by a Zemsky Nachalnik and engaged 1n 
introducing amendments to these projects) Unconditional 
warfare must, of course, be waged against such points in 
the Narodmk programme But there are also other points, 
relating to self-government, to the "people's" free and broad 
access to knowledge, to the “raising” of the “people's” (that 
1s to say, small) economy by means of cheap credits, techni- 
cal improvements, better regulation of marketing, etc, 
etc That such general democratic measures are progressive 18 
fully admitted, of course, by Mr Struve, too They will not 
retard, but accelerate Russia's economic development 
along the capitalist path, accelerate the establishment of 
a home market, accelerate the growth of technique and 
machine industry by improving the conditions of the 


* Mr Struve very rightly says that these measures might merely 
‘bring to fruition the ardent dreams of certain West-European and 
Russian landowners about farm labourers who are strongly bound to 
the land" (279) 
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working man and raising the level of his requirements, 
accelerate and facilitate his independent thinking and 
action 

The only question that might here arise 1s who indicates 
such undoubtedly desirable measures with greater accuracy 
and ability—the Narodmks or publicists like Skvortsov 
who has so much to «ay ın favour of technical progress 
and to whom Mr Struve 1s so extremely well disposed? 
It seems to me that from the Marxist viewpoint there can 
be no doubt that Narodism 1s absolutely to be preferred in 
this respect The measures proposed by the Messrs Shvortsov 
relate to the interests of the entire class of small producers, 
the petty bourgeoisie, 1n the same measure as the programme 
of Moskovskiye Vedomosti relates to those of the big bour- 
geoisie They are designed not for all,* but only for certain 
of the elect, who are vouchsafed the attention of the authori- 
lies They are, lastly, abominably crude because they pre- 
sume police interference in the economy of the peasants 
Taken all 1n all, these measures provide no serious guaran- 
tees and chances of the "productive progress of peasant econ- 
omy " 

The Narodniks ín this respect understand and represent the 
interests of the small producers far more correctly, and the 
Marxists, while rejecting all the reactionary features of 
their programme, must not only accept the general democrat- 
1¢ points, but carry them through more exactly, deeply and 
further The more resolute such reforms are in Russia, 
the higher they raise the hving standard of the work- 
ing masses—the more sharply and clearly will the most 
important and fundamental (already today) social antag- 
onism in Russian hfe stand out The Marxists, far from 
"breaking the democratic thread" or trend, as Mr V V slan- 
derously asserts they do, want to develop and strengthen 
this trend, they want to bring it closer to hfe, they want 
to take up the “thread” that "society" and the “intelligentsia” 
are letting slip out of their hands ** 


* That is to say of course, for all 
accessible i E or all to whom technical progress is 


** In Nedelya No 47 1894 Mr V V wntes “Inthe post Reform 
period of our history, social relations in some respects have approx 
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This demand—not to discard the “thread,” but, on the 
contrary, to strengthen it—1is not the accidental result of 
the personal mood of some “Marxists” or other, but 1s 
necessarily determined by the position and interests of the 
class they wish to serve, 1s necessarily and unconditionally 
dictated by the fundamental requirements of their “doctrine " 
I cannot, for reasons that are easily understandable, pause 
here to examine the first part of this proposition, to charac- 
terise the “position” and “interests”, here, I think, matters 
speak for themselves I shall only touch on the second part, 
namely, the relation of the Marxist doctrine to problems 
that express the “breaking thread ” 

The Marxists must raise these problems differently than 
Messrs the Narodniks do The latter pose the problem from 
the viewpoint of “modern science, modern moral ideas”, 
the matter 18 presented as though there are no profound 
causes of the failure to implement such reforms, causes 
contained within production relations themselves, as though 
the obstacle hes only 1n grossness of feelings, 1n the feeble 
*ray of reason," etc , as though Russia 1s a tabula rasa on 
which nothing has to be done except properly outline the 
nght paths That way of presenting the problem, of course, 
guaranteed it the “purity” of which Mr V V boasts, and 
which 18 merely the "punty" of ladies’ college daydreams, 
of the kind that makes Narodnik reasoning so fit for armchair 
Conversations 

The way these same problems are posed by the Marxists 
must necessarily be quite different * Obliged to seek for 
the roots of social phenomena in production relations 
obliged to reduce them to the interests of definite classes, they 
must formulate these desiderata as being the “desires” of 


imated to those of Western Europe, with active democracy in the 
epoch of political struggle and with social indifferentism in the sub- 
sequent period " We tried to show in Chapter I that this “indiffer- 
entism" 15 no accident, but an inevitable result of the position and 
the interests of the class from which the representatives of “society 
emerge and which in addition to disadvantages derives by no means 
unimportant advantages from contemporary relations 

* If they pursue their theory consistently We bave already said 
much about Mr Struves exposition being unsatisfactory precisely 
because of his failure to adhere to this theory witb greatest strictness. 
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such and such social elements and meeting the opposition 
of such and such elements and classes Such à way of posing 
the problem will absolutely eliminate the possibility of 
their "theories" being utilised for professorial arguments 
that rise above classes, for projects and reports that promise 
“splendid success "* That, of course, 18 just an indirect 
merit of the change of viewpoint referred to, but 1t 1s also a 
very great one, if we bear ın mind how steep 1s the slope 
down which contemporary Narodism 1s slipping into the bog 
of opportumsm But the matter 1s not limited to mere indi- 
rect ment If the same problems are posed ın their appli- 
cation to the theory of class antagonism [and this, of course, 
requires a “reconsideration of the facts” of Russian history 
and reality], then the replies to them will provide a formu- 
lation of the vital interests of certain classes, these replies 
will be intended for practical utilisation** by those 1nterest- 
ed classes and by them alone—these replies will, to use the 
splendid expression of a certain Marxist, break out of the 
“cramped chamber of the intelligentsia” towards those who 
themselves participate in production relations in their 
most highly developed and pure form, towards those who 
are most strongly affected by the "breaking of the thread," 
and who "need' “ideals” because they are badly off without 
them Such a way of raising issues will instil a new stream 
of life into all these old problems—taxes, passports, migra- 
tion, Volost boards of administration, etc —problems that 
our “society” has discussed and interpreted, chewed over 
again and again, solved and re-solved, and for which it 
has now begun to lose all taste 

So then no matter how we approach the problem, whether 
we examine the content of the system of economic relations 
prevalent in Russia and the various forms of this system 1n 


* Mr Yuzhakov s expression 

** Of course for this "utilisation" to take place a tremendous 
amount of preparatory work is required and what is more work that by 
its very nature goes unseen Before this utilisation takes place a more 
or less considerable period may pass during which we sball say out- 
nght that there is no force capable of providing better paths for the 
fatherland—as against the “sugary optimism” of Messrs the Na 
rodniks who assert that such forces exist and that all tbat remains 
to be done is to advice them to “leave the wrong path " 
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their bistorical connection and in their relation to the 
interests ol the working people, ar whether we examine the 
problem of the “breaking of the thread” and the reasons for 
its ‘ breaking,” we arrive, in either case, at one conclusion, 
that of the great sigmficance of the historical task of “labour 
differentiated from hie; a task advanced by the epoch 1n 
which we live, that of the universal significance of the idea 
of this class 
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The article New Economie Developments in Peasant Life (On 
V Y Postnikov s Peasant Farming tn South Russia) is the earliest 
of V I Lenin s works that has been preserved It was written in 
Samara in the spring of 1893, and the manuscript. was read in cir- 
cles attended by young Marxists of that town Lenin intended to 
have ıt printed in the liberal magazine Russkaya Mysi (Russian 
Thought), published in Moscow, but it was rejected by the editorial 
board "as unsuited to the policy of the magazine " In a letter dated 
May 30, 1894, Lenin said the following “I was even naive enough 
to send ıt to Russkaya Mysl, but of course they turned it down The 
thing became quite clear to me when I readin No 20f that magazine 
an article about Postnikov by ‘our well-known’ liberal vulgarian, 
Mr V V One must surely be an artist to be able to completely dis- 
tort magnificent material and to obscure ali the facts with phrase- 
mongering!” 

The Institute of Marxism-Leninism of the CC CPSU 
possesses two manuscript copies of the article New Economic Devel- 
opments in Peasant Life The first (rough) copy was found among 
Lenin 8 personal papers, the second, which contains some additions 
made by Lenin when it was finally copied, was handed by him to 
S [| Mickiewicz from whom it was confiscated during a search on 
December 3, 1894 The manuscript was discovered ın 1923 ın the 
records of the Moscow Law Court, and was then published for the 
first time in the miscellany The Twenty-Fifth Anniversary of the 
First Party Congress (1898 1923) Inthe present edition the article 
New Economic Developments in Peasant Life is printed according 
to the text of the second manuscript, as corrected by V | Lenin 

The Institute of Marxism-Leninism also possesses a copy of 
V Y Postnikov s book Peasant Farming in South Russia bearing 
Lenin s comments 

Lenin used the most important material of this article in the 
second chapter of his The Development of Capitalism tn Russia, 
written in 1896 1899 and published in March 1899 p tnu 
Zemstvos—local self-government bodies in which the nobility 
dominated The Zemstvos were established in 1864 in the central 
gubernias of tsarist Russia their competence being confined to 
purely local economic affairs (hospital and road building, statistics, 
insurance, etc ) [hey functioned under the control of the Gubernia 
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Governors and the Minister of Home Affairs, who could invalidate 
decisions undesirable to the government 

The statistical sections, bureaux and commissions of Gubernia 
and Uyezd Zemstvo Boards engaged in statistical research (house- 
to-house censuses of peasant farms and handicraft establishments 
determination of profitability of lands, revaluations of land and 
property liable to Zemstvo taxation study of peasant budgets, 
etc ) and issued numerous reviews and statistical abstracts covering 
uyezds or gubernias, and containing a wealth of factual material 

Lenin had a high opinion of the Zemstvo statistical data and 
pointed out that “a close study of Russian Zemstvo statistics by 
Europei would no doubt give a strong ımpetus to the progress of 
social statistics in general (The Agrarian Question and the “Critics 
of Marz See present edition, Vol 5 ) At the same time Lenin crit- 
icised the methods of anaye and grouping statistical data used 
by the Zemstvo statisticians “This 1s the greatest weakness of our 
Zemstvo statistics that are magnificent in the thoroughness and 
detail with which they are compiled,’ wrote Lenin (The Tasks of 
Zemstvo Statistics Seo present edition Vol 20 ) The Zemstvo statis 
ticians, many of whom were Narodniks in outlook, were frequently 
biassed ın their approach to the statistical data In their treatment 
of these data, essential differences and features of the various peas 
ant groups formed in the course of capitalist development were hid- 
den behind columns of figures 

Lenin studied checked and analysed Zemstvo statistical data 
made his own calculations drew up tables and summaries and gave 
a Marxist analysis and scientific classification of data on peasant 
farms and handicraft establishments He used the wealth of mate- 
rial contained in the Zemstvo statistics to expose the far-fetched 
schemes of the Narodniks, and drew a real picture of Russia s eco- 
nomic development He made extensive use of the data in his writ- 
ings and especially in his book The Development of Capitalism in 
Russia (On Zemstvo statistics see V I Lenin s paper The Tasks of 
Zemstvo Statistics, written in 1914 ) p 13 


Reference is made to the collection entitled Results of the 
Economie Investigation of Russia. According to Zemstvo Statistical 
Data of which Vol [is V V —The Peasant Community, Vol H 
N Karyshev—Peasant Rentings of Non-Allotment Land, Dorpat 
1892 Both the books expressed liberal-Narodnik views V V was 
the pseudonym of V P Vorontsov, an ideologist of liberal Narodism 
of the 1880s and 1890s p 14 
The village community (obshchina or mir) in Russia was the 
communal form of pcasant use of the land characterised by com- 
pulsory crop rotation. and undivided woods and pastures Its prin- 
cipal features were collective responsibility (compulsory collective 
epas iy of the peasants for making their payments 1n full 
and on time and the performance of various services to the state 
and the landlords), the regular redistribution of the land with no 


right to refuse the allotment given, the prohibition of its purchase 
and sale 


NOTES 513 


The Russian village community was known in ancient times, 
and in the course of historical development gradually became one 
of the pillars of feudalism in Russia The landlords and the tsarist 
government used the village community to intensify feudal op- 
pression and to squeeze redemption payments and taxes out of the 
people Lenin pointed out that the village sommes "does not 
save the peasant from turning into a proletarian, actually it serves 
as a medieval barrier dividing the peasants who are as if chained 
to small associations and to ‘categories’ which have lost all ‘reason 
for existence '" (The Agrartan Question in Russia. Towards the 
Close of the Nineteenth Century See present edition, Vol 15) 

The problem of the village community aroused heated arguments 
and was the subject of an extensive economic literature The Narod- 
niks displayed particularly great interest in the village community, 
seeing 1n ıt the guarantee Sr Rusian development to socialism by a 
special path By tendentiously gathering and falsifying facts, and 
employing so-called “average figures, ' the Narodniks sought to prove 
that the community peasantry in Russia possessed a special sort 
of “steadfastness,” ad that the peasant community protected the 
peasants against the penetration of capitalist relations into the 
village, and "saved" the peasants from ruin and class differentiation 
As early as the 1880s, G V Plekhanov showed how unfounded were 
the Narodniks’ illusions about "community socialism " while in 
the 1890s V I Lenin completely destroyed the Narodniks' theories 
Lenin cited a tremendous amount of factual and statistical material 
to show how capitalist relations were developing in the Russian 
village, and bow capital, by penetrating into the patriarchal village 
community was splitting the peasantry into the antagonistic 
classes of kulaks and poor peasants 

In 1906 the tsarist minister Stolypin issued a law benefitin 
the kulaks, it allowed peasants to leave the community and to sel 
their allotments This law laid the basis for the official abolition of 
the rural community system and intensified the differentiation 
among the peasantry [n nine years following the adoption of the 
law, over two million peasant householders withdrew from the 
communities p 19 


This refers to registered males subject to the poll-tax in feudal 
Russia (the peasantry and lower urban categories were chiefly 
affected) and to this end recorded in special censuses (so-called 
“registrations ) Such “registrations” began in 1718, the tenth and 
last being made in 185 | 1659 [n a number of districts. redistribu- 
tion of the land within the village communities took place ag 


ing to the number of registered males in the family p 
Desmatiners—peasants in South Russia who rented land for 
part of the harvest and not for a money payment P 


Mennonites—members of a rehgious sect who came to Russia 
from West Europe at the end of the eighteenth century Their name 
was derived from that of their founder the Dutchman Menno Simons. 
They settled mainly in the Yekaler:noslay and Taurida gubernias. 
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The farms of the Mennonite colonists were mostly prosperous kulak 
farms p 34 


The Peasant Reform of 1861 which abolished serfdom in 
Russia, was effected by the tsarist government 1n the interests of 
the serf owning landlords The Reform was made necessary by the 
entire course eia s economic development and by the growth of 
a mass movement among the peasantry against feudal exploitation 
The "peasant Reform was feudal 1n character, but by force of the 
economic development that had drawn Russia on to the capitalist 
path the feudal form was given a capitalist content, and “this was 
the more evident the less the land was filched from the peasants, 
the more fully the land of the peasants was separated from that of 
the landlords the less the tribute (1e, “redemption ) paid to the 
serf owners " (See present edition Vol 17, The “Peasant Reform" 
and Proletarian-Peasant Revolution ) The “peasant Reform marked 
a step towards Russia s transformation into a bourgeois monarchy 
On February 19, 1861, Alexander II signed a Manifesto and “Regu- 
lations for the peasants who were being released from serf depend 
ence In all 22500 000 serfs formerly belonging to landlords 
were “emancipated " Landed proprietorship, however, remained 
the peasants lands were declared the property of the landlords and 
the peasant could only get a land allotment of the size established 
by law (and even then by agreement with the landlord) for which he 
had to pay (redeem) The peasants made their redemption payments 
to the tsarist government which had paid the established sums to 
the landlords Approximate estimates show that after the Reform, 
the nobility possessed 71 500 000 dessiatines of land and the peasants 
33 700 000 dessiatines Thanks tothe Reform the landlords cut off 
and appropriated from one to two-fifths of the lands formerly culti- 
vated by the peasants 

The Reform merely undermined but did not abolish the old 
corvée system of farming The landlords secured possession of the 
best parts of the peasants’ allotments (the “cut off lands, woods, 
meadows watering places grazing grounds and so on) without 
which the peasants could not engage in independent farming Until 
the redemption arrangements were completed the peasants were con- 
sidered to be “temporarily bound ” and rendered services to the land- 
lord in the shape of quitrent and corvée service To compel the 
peasants to redeem their own allotments was sheer plunder on the 
part of the landlords and the tsarist government The peasants were 
given a period of 49 years in which to pay off the debt, with an 1n- 
terest of 6% Arrears grew from year to year The former landlords’ 
peasants alone paid the tsarist government a total of 1,900 million 
rubles in redemption money, whereas the market price of the land 
that passed into their possession did not exceed 544 million rubles 
The peasants had to pay hundreds of millions of rubles for what 
was actually their own land this ruined their farms and resulted in 
the impoverishment of the peasant masses 

The Russian revolutionary democrats headed by N G Cher- 
nyshevsky, criticised the peasant Reform” for its feudal character 
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V I Lemn called the “peasant Reform” of 1861 the first mass act 
of violeuce against the peasantry in the interests of nascent cap- 
italism in agriculture—the landlords were “clearing the estates” 
for capitalism p. 35 


* The manuscript contained some slight inaccuracies in tbe 
figures used to illustrate Lenin s argument The total area under 
crops should be 1 651 dessiatines, the volume of the money demand 
on the market reckoning only farms with over 5 dessiatines per 
household under crops—22 498 rubles The total area under crops, 
reckoning farms with over 5 dessiatines per household under crops, 
should be 1 603 dessiatines The general conciusions bowever are 
not affected by these inaccuracies | 4 


* Yoking—an old elementary form of joint work by the village 
poor Several peasant households combined their working animals 
and other means of production for farm work V I Lenim im the 
second chapter of The Development of Capitalism in. Russie calis 
yoking “the co-operation of tottering farms which are being ousted 
by the peasant bourgeoisie " (See present edition, Vol uj a6 


Vase court (in Russian  rasprava)— a special court for state- 
owned peasants founded ın tsarist Russia according to the Regula- 
tion of 1838 and consisting of the village elder (chairman) and two 
elected peasants The village court, being a court of first instance, 
examined unimportant civil cases and misdemeanours imposed 
fines passed sentences of hard labour or flogging The village court of 
second instance was the volost (district) court In 1858 these courts 
were abolished, but the term rasprava continued to be used as refer 
ring to the primary village courts pa 


P Russkaya Mysi (Russian Thought)—a monthly magazine hberal- 
Narodnik in trend, appeared in Moscow from {580 onwards la 
the 1890s, during the polemics between the Marxists and (he liberal 
Narodniks, the Narodnik editors of the magazine occasionally allowed 
articles by Marxists to be published in its columns items bv the 

rogressive writers A M Gorky, V G Korolenko, D N Mamıa- 

ibiryak G I Uspensky, A P Chekhov, and others, were published 
in the magazine s literature section 

After the 1905 Revolution, Russkaya Mysi became the orgaan 
of the Right wing of the Cadet party, and was edited by P B Struve 
It was closed down ın the middie of 1918 p 5 


P Long-tract system—peasant allotments that stretched in a nar 
row tract for many miles on either side of the village, some of thew 
being 15-20 miles away in one direction of another The tong A rect 
system was common inthe southern aud the eastern Seppe regrons 
of Russia, where big villages prevailed, each embracing several 
hundred peasant housebolds p 5$ 


“Vestnik Yevropy (European Messenger)—a monthly maganme de- 
voted to politics history and hterature bourgeois liberal an trond 
that appeared in St Petersburg from 1866 to 1918 R published 
articles directed against the revolutionary Marxist a & 
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M Uyezd Boards of Peasants’ Affairs were established in tsarist 
Russia in 1874 to supervise the village and volost “peasant public 
administration” bodies The Boards were directed by Uyezd Mar 
shals of the Nobility and consisted of police chiefs, justices of the 
peace, and chairmen of Uyezd Zemstvo Boards The Uyezd Boards 
of Peasants’ Affairs were subordinate to the Gubernia Boards, which 
were headed by the governors p 67 


!* Reference is made to the famine of 1891 which was very severe 
in the eastern and south-eastern gubernias of Russia This famine 
was more extensive than any similar natural calamity the country 
bad ever experienced The working people suffered incredible hard 
ships as a result of the famine, which ruined masses of peasants 
md at the same time hastened the creation of a home market for 
the development of capitalism 1n Russia p 69 


" Lenin's work On the So-Called Market Question was written 
in St Petersburg in the autumn of 1893 

The main points contained in this work were first outlined by 
Lenin at a circle meeting of St Petersburg Marxists (known as the 
circle of "the ancients ) when a discussion took place on G. B Kra- 
sins lecture on "The Market Question " Accor ing to participants 
in the circle meeting, Lenin s paper created a tremendous impression 
» all present N K Krupskaya wrote in ber reminiscences of 

nin 

“The question of markets was treated with ultra-concreteness 
by our new Marxist friend He linked ıt up with the interests of the 
masses, and in his whole approach one sensed just that live Marxism 
which takes phenomena in their concrete surroundings and in their 
development " (N K Krupskaya, Reminiscences of Lenin, Moscow, 
1959, p 12) 

In his speech at the circle meeting, and also in the paper enti- 
tled On the So-Called Market Question Lenin pointed to the errors 
of Krasin who considered the existence of foreign markets to be 
a necessary condition of capitalist. production and demed any con- 
nection between the two subdivisions of social production At the 
same time, Lenin severely criticised the views of the liberal Narod- 
niks on the destiny of capitalism in Russia, and also the outlook 
of the representatives of nascent “Legal Marxism ” 

Lenin $ work On the So-Called Market Question went the rounds 
of the Social-Democratic circles in St Petersburg and other cities, 
and was a powerful weapon in the fight against Narodism and Legal 
Marxism’ The principal conclustons drawn in this work were devel- 
oped later by Lenin in his book The Development of Capitalism in 

ussia 

The manuscript of On the So-Called Market Question which 
for a time was considered lost, came into the possession of the Insti- 
tute of Marxism-Leninism of theC C C P S U only ın 1937 

It was first published in the Journal Bolshevik, issue No 21, 
1937, and ın 1938 was issued 1n book form by the Institute p 75 

1 The scheme of expanded reproduction taking account of technical 
progress is given exactly as it is in V I Lenin s manuscript, occa- 


NOTFS 517 


sional inaccuracies in figures do not affect the line of argument and 
the general conclusions p 87 


1 The column “Means of production as means of consumption" 


contains the total sum I (v-+m) which includes the part intended 
for accumulation It should be borne in mind that part of the newly- 
created value in Department I is embodied in instruments and 
materials which are not means of production for Department Il, 
but additional means of production (exceeding replacement) for 
Department I! The part of the produced means of production intend- 
ed for Department II, and that remaining in Department I can be 
seen from the magnitude of the constant capital that actually func- 
tions in both. Departments in the following year 

Two errors slipped into V I Lenins manuscript, viz 3172 


instead of 34725, and 10,8284 instead of 10,830, ascan be seen 


from the scheme given in the text p 87 
See K Marx, Capital, Vol II, Moscow, 1957, p 438 p 89 
See K Marx, Capital, Vol I, Moscow, 1959, p 106 p 100 


Nik —on or N —on was the pseudonym of N F Damelson one 
of the ideologists of liberal Narodism of the 1880s and 1890s The 
book by Nikola: —on quoted here ıs called Sketches on Our Post 
Reform Social Economy, St Petersburg 1893 p 101 


Plyushkin, a character in N V Gogols Dead Souls The name 
Plyushkin, a tight fisted landlord bas come to typify extreme p 


rice p 
See K Marx, Capital, Vol II, Moscow, 1957, p 316 (footnote 
32) p 106 
V I Lenin's book What the “Friends of the People” Are and 


How They Fight the Social Democrats (Reply to Articles in Rus- 
skoye Bogatstvo Opposing the Marxists) was written in 1894 (the first 
part was finished ın April and the second and the third in the sum- 
mer) Lenin started working on this book 1n Samara in 1892 93. In 
the Samara Marxist circle he delivered lectures in which he severely 
criticised the anti Marxist liberal Narodmks V V (Vorontsov) 
Mikhailovsky Yuzhakov, and Krivenko These lectures served as 
preparatory material for the book 

Ip the autumn of 1894 Lenin read bis work, What the “Friends 
of the People” Are and How They Fight the Soctal Democrats, to 
members of the St Petersburg Marxist circle “I remember,” wrote 
N K Krupskaya in her reminiscences “how it thrilicd us all The arms 
of the struggle were set forth 1n the pamphlet with admirable clarity 
HecLographed copies of tt circulated a terwards from hand to hand 
under the name of "The Yellow Copy Books " They were unsigned 
Fairly widely read, they undoubtedly had a strong mfluence on the 
Marxist youth at the time” (N K Krupskaya, Reminiscences of 
Lenin, Moscow, 1959 p 15) 

Lenin s book was published in scparate parts The first part 
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was hectographed in June 1894 in St Petersburg and was illegally 
circulated there and tn other cities A second edition of this first 
part printed the same way appeared in July 1894 About 100 copies 
of the first and second parts were printed by A A Ganshin in August 
in Gorki (Vladimir Guberaia) aud in September in Moscow In 
September of the same year A A Vaneyev in St Petersburg hec- 
tographed 50 more copies of the first part (Lhat was the fourth 
edition) aud approximately the same number of copies of the third 
part his edition of the book bad the following note on the cover 
“Published by a provincial group of Social Democrats ” This was 
made necessary by the illegal conditions under which the book was 
produced Loca! organisations made copies of Lenin s work by va- 
rious means some parts being handwritten others typewritten etc 
A group of Social Democrats in Borzna Uyezd of Chernigov Gubernia 
hectographed copies of the book 1n 1894, copies of this edition were 
circulated in Chernigov, Kiev, and St Petersburg At the end of 
1894 the book was being read in Vilao, in 1895 in Penza, and at 
about the same time in Viadiinie In 1895 1896 1t circulated among 
Marxist students in Tomsk At the same time ıt was being read in 
Rostov-on Don, in 1896 ın Poltava and other towns 

Lenins book was well known to the Emancipation of Labour 
pou and also to other Russian Social-Democratic organisations 
&broa 

Copies of the heetographed edition of the first and the third 
parts of the book were discovered in the early part of 1923 in the 
archives of the Berlin Social Democratic Organisation and almost 
simultaneously in the State Saltykov-Shchedrin Public Library 
in. Leningrad 

In the first second and third editions of V I Lenins Collected 
Works it was printed according to the hectographed editions of 
1894 discovercd in 1923 

In 1936 the Institute of Marxism Leninism acquired a further 
copy of the hectographed edition of 1894 This copy contains nu- 
merous editorial corrections apparently made by Lenin when pre- 
paring to have the book published abroad 

The text of What the “Friends of the People" Are published in 
the present edition contorms to the text of the hectographed copy 
acquired by the Institute in 1936 account being taken of the correc- 
tuons made According to the authorised copy, inverted commas 
have been replaced tn some passages by ttalics while a number of 
interpolations that were in brackets 1n the text have been given as 
footnotes Lenin s explanation to the table (Appendix I), omitted 
from previous editions 1s also given 

a 5 be Second part of the book has still not been found p 129 

Russkoye Bogatstvo (Russian Wealth)—a monthly magazine pub 
lished in St Putcrsburg from 1876 tothe middle of 1918 |n the be- 
ginuing of the 1890s it became the organ of the libcral Narodniks 
and was edited by S N Krivenko and N K Mikhailovsky The 
magazine advocated reconciliation with the tsarist government 


and waged a bitter struggle against Marxism and the Russian 
Marxists 
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In 1906 ıt became tbe organ of the semi-Cadet Popular Social 
ist party p 133 
f'The article referred to is N K  Mikhailovsky s "Literature and 
Life" published in Russkoye Bogatstvo No 10 1893 Marxists 
commented on the article in letters addressed to Mikhadovsky Some 
of the letters were published in the magazine Byloye (The Past) 
No 23, 1924 p 133 
* The article referred to is N K  Mikhailovsky s “Karl Marx 
Being Tried by Y Zhukovsky " published in the magazine Oteche- 
stvenniye Zapiskt (Fatherland Notes), No 10 October 1877 


p 135 
* See Karl Marx Capital Vol 1, Moscow, 1959, Preface to the 
first German edition p 10 p 136 


* The article referred to is K Marxs A Criticism of Hegel s Phi 
losophy of Law written in Kreuznach ın the summer of 1843 The 
Institute of Marxism-Leninism at the CC. CP SU possesses the 
unfinished manuscript of this essay containing an exhaustive critical 
analysis of $$ 264-313 of Hegels Principles of the Philosophy 
of Law Marx intended to prepare for publication an extensive essay, 
A Criticism of Hegel s Philosophy of Law following the appearance 
of the Introduction to this work tn the Deutsch-Franzosische Jahr- 
bucher (German-French Yearbooks) n 1844 He was however unable 
to carry out his intention Marx s manuscript was published for the 
first tıme 1n the language of the original in 1927, by the Institute 
of Marxism-Leninism p 138 

" Lenin s quotation. 1s from the preface to A Contribution to the 
Critique of Political Economy (See K Marx and F Engels, Selected 
Works, Vol I, Moscow, 1958 pp 362-63) p 139 

7 Contrat soctal—one of the chief works of Jean-Jacques Rous- 
seau Its full title ıs Du contrat social. ou, Principes du droit po- 
lıtıque (The Social Contract, or the Principles of Political Law ) 
It was published ın Amsterdam 1n 1762 and translated into Russian 
in 1906 The main idea in the book was the assertion that every 
social system should be the result of a free agreement, of a contract 
between people Fundamentally idealistic though ıt was the “social 
contract” theory advanced in the eighteenth century on the eve of 
the French bourgeois revolution nevertheless played a revolution- 
ary role It expressed the demand for bourgeois equality the aboli- 
tion of the privileges of the feudal estates and the establishment of 
a bourgeois republic p 139 

9 See K Marx, Capital, Vol 1, Moscow, 1959, p 373 p 146 

M Letter from Karl Marx to the Editortal Board of “Otechestrenniye 
Zapiski" was written at the end of 1877 1n connection with N K 
Mikhailovsky's article “Karl Marx Being Tried by Y 7hukovsky 
The letter was copied an’ ent to Russia by Engels after Marx s 
death Engels stated that this letter “for a long time circulated 1n 
Russia in manuscript copies taken from the French original and later 
a Russian translation of it was publisbed in Vestnik Narodnos 
Vols (People's Will Messenger) (No 5 —Ld ), m 1886 in Geneva, 
and subsequently in Russia This letter, like everything that 
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came from Marx s pen aroused considerable attention in Russian 
circles (Internationales aus dem Volksstaat (1871 1875) Berlin 
1894 S 68 ) It was first published in Russian in the magazine Yu- 
ridichesky Vestnik (The Legal Messenger) No 10 1888 (See K Marx 
and F Engels, Selected Correspondence, Moscow, pp 376 79 ) p 146 


See F Engels Anti Duhring Herr Eugen Duhring s. Revo- 
lution in Science (Part II Political Economy Chapter One Subject 
Matter and Method) Moscow, 1954, pp 207 8 p 146 


German Ideology was written jointly by Marx and Fngels in 
the years 1845-1846 

The manuscript, amounting to nearly 800 printed pages was 
in two volumes the first of which was mainly devoted to an elabo 
ration of the basic theses of historical materialism and to a criticism 
of the philosophical views of Ludwig Feuerbach B Bauer and 
M Stirner and the second to a criticism of the views of various 
representatives of "true socialism " 

In 1846 1847 Marx and Engels made repeated attempts to find 
a publisher in Germany who would issue their work They were 
however unsuccessful due to the obstacles raised by the police 
and because the publishers, themselves interested parties were 
champtons of the very trends combated by Marx and Engels and 
refused to handle it Only one chapter appeared during the lifetime 
of Marx and Engels That was Chapter IV, Volume II of German 
Ideology which was published in the magazine Das Westphalische 
Dampfboot (Westphalean Steamer), August and September 1847 
The manuscript was pigeonholed for dozens of years in the archives 
of the German Social Democratic Party The German text was first 
published in full in 1932 by the Institute of Marxism-Leninism of 
the CQ CPSU A Russian translation appeared in 1933 , 

The characterisation of German Ideology given by Engels 1s 
taken from the Preface to his Ludwig Feuerbach and the End of 
Classical German Philosophy (See K Marx and F Engels Selected 
Works Vol II Moscow 1958, p 359) p 147 


See F Engels Preface to the first German edition of “The Origin of 
the Family Private Property and the State (K Marx and F Engels, 
Selected Works, Vol 1I, Moscow, 1958, p 171 ) p 148 


The gentile clan organisation of society This was the system 
of primitive communism or the first social-economic formation in 
human history The clan system Mm to take shape when the 
modern type of man was fully formed The clan community was a 
collective unit of blood relations, united by economic and social 
ties [nits development theclan system passed through two periods, 
matriarchy and patriarchy Patriarchy came to an end when primi- 
tive society became class society and the state emerged The basis 
of production relations in the primitive-communal system was the 
social ownership of the means of production and the equal distri- 
bution of products In the main this corresponded to the low level 
of development of the productive forces and to their character at 
that period. Stone implements, and later the bow and arrow, ruled 


NOTES 521 


out the possibility of men combating natural forces and wild animals 
individually 

On the system of primitive communism, see K Marx's Synopsis 
of L H Morgan's “Ancient Society" and F Engels The Origin of 
the Family, Private Property and the State p 150 


* The fief (pomestye) system—the specific system of feudal 
landownership that arose and became firmly established in Russia 
in the fifteenth and particularly the sixteenth century The fief 
system was closely bound up with the formation of a centralised state 
and the establishment of a centralised army The fief lands, consid- 
ered the property of the feudal ruler were distributed by the gov- 
ernment among those who served inthe armed forces or at court 
The amount of fand received depended on the duties of the landhold- 
er The fief as distinct from the votchina the absolute and hered- 
wary landed property of the boyar was the conditional and tem- 
porary property of a nobleman who had rendered these services 

From the middle of the sixteenth century the flef was gradually 
transformed into an hereditary estate, and increasingly approximat- 
ed to the votchina In the seventeenth century the difference be- 
tween these two forms of feudal landownership disappeared and the 
feudal rights of votchina and fief owners became identical Follow- 
ing Peter | s ukase on inheritance issued in 1714 the fief once and 
[or all became the private property of the landed nobility The 
term fief (pomestye) continued Lo be used in Russia throughout the 
entire feudal epoch p 153 


“The First [nternational—The International Working Mens 
Association—the first international organisation of the proletariat, 
founded by Karl Marx in 1864 at an international workers confer- 
ence in London convened by British and French workers The 
First. International was the result of years of hard work by Marx 
and Engels to establish a revolutionary working-class party As 
V, I Lenin noted the First International “laid the foundation of 
an international organtsation of the workers for the preparation of 
their revolutionary onslaught on capital,” “laid the foundation 
of the proletarian international struggle for socialism” (The 
Third International and lts Place in History See present edition, 
Vol 29 

The canis directing body of the First International was the 
General Council of the Internationa] Working Men s Association of 
which Marx was a life member Marx worked to overcome the petty- 
bourgeois influences and sectarian tendencies then prevailing in 
the working class movement (craft unionism in Britain and 
Proudbonism and Anarchism in the Romance countries), 

athering round himself the most class-conscious members of tbe 

General Council (including F Lessner, E Dupont, and H Jung) 
The First International directed the economic and political struggle 
of the workers of different countries and strengthened the bonds of 
solidarity between them It played a tremendous part in dissemi- 
nating Marxism, in tatroducing socialism into the working-class 
movement 


522 NOTES 


After the defeat of the Paris Commune the working class was 
faced with the task of organising national mass parties based on the 
principles advanced by the First International As Í view Euro- 
pean conditions it 1s quite useful to let the formal organisation of 
the International recede 1nto the background for the time bed 
(K Marx and F Engels Selected Correspondence, Moscow, p 348) 
In 1876 at a conference held in Philadelphia, the First International 
was officially liquidated p 155 


Lenin used the name of V Burenin a contributor to the reac 
tionary paper Novoye V remya (New Times), as a synonym for dishon 
est methods of controversy p 156 
Novoye Vremya (New Times)—a daily paper that appeared in 
St Petersburg from 1868 to 1917, it belonged to different publish- 
ers at different times and repeatedly cbangcd its. political hne 
At first ıt was moderately liberal but from 1876 ıt became tbe 
organ of reactionary circles among the aristocracy and the bureau- 
cracy From 1905 it became the organ of the Black Hundreds After 
the bourgeois-democratic revolution of February 1917, it gave full 
support to the counter-revolutionary policy of the bourgeois Provi- 
sional Government and conducted a furious campaign against 
the Bolsheviks On November 8 (October 26, old style), 1917 t 
was closed down by the Revolutionary Military Committee of the 
Petrograd Soviet Lenin called Novoye Vremya a typical example 
of the venal press 

In an item “Critical Notes” published ın Novoye Vremya of 


February 4 1894, V Burenin praised Mikhailovsky for fighting 
the Marxists p! 


* The words are from | A Krylov's fable "The Elepbant and the 
Pug Dog " p 159 
“See F Engels Preface to the first edition of “The Ongin of the 
Family, Private Property and the State" (K Marx and F Engels 
Selected Works Vol Il Moscow, 1958, p 170 ) p 161 
* See K Marx, Capital, Vol I, Moscow, 1959, p 13 p 161 


“ Relerence ıs to the journal Deutsch-Franzésische Jahrbucher 
(German-F rench Yearbooks) published in Paris under the editorship 
of K Marx and A Ruge in the German language Only one issue, 
a double number appeared in February 1844 The main reason why 
publication was discontinued was Marx s differences in principle 
with the bourgeois radical Ruge, p 162 


“Triad (Greek, trias)~in philosophy it is the formula of three- 
stage development The idea of three-stage development was first 
formulated by the Greek Neo-Platonic phi osophers, particularly by 
Proclus, and was expressed in the works of the German idealist 
philosophers Fichte and Schell ‘The triad was, however, devel- 
oped most fully in the idealist philosophy of Hegel, who considered 
that every process of development traverses three stages—thesis, 
antithesis, and oats The second stage 1s the negation of the 
first which transformed into its opposite by transition to the second 
stage The third stage is the negation of the second, 1 e , the nega 
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tion of the negation which means a return to the form existing at 
the outset that 1s now enriched by a new content and 13 on a higher 
level Hegel s triad is a scheme into which reality was fitted artı- 
ficially the arin rary construction of the triad scheme distorted the 
real development of nature and society K Marx, F Engels and 
V I Lenin had a high opinion of the rational elements in Hegel s 
dialectics but they critically refashioned his dialectical method 
and created materialist dialectics which reflect the most general 
laws of the development of the objective world and buman thought 


p 163 
*" See F Engels Anti-Duhring (First Part Philosophy Chapter 
Thirteen Dialectics Negation of the Negation) p 163 


A systematic exposition and further development of the Marxist 
dialectical method is given in V I Lenin s Materialism and Em- 
pirio-Criticism, Philosophical Notebooks, karl Marz, etc p 165 


9 The author of the article (I K—n) was Professor 1 1 Kaufman 
of St Petersburg University In Marx « view the article was one of 
the best expositions of the dialectical method (See K Marx Capital 
Vol I Moscow 1959 Afterword to the second edition pp 1 n 

P 

" Further on in the text (on pages 168-73 of the present volume) 
V E Lemn cites an extract from F Engels Anti Duhring (Part 
One Philosophy Chapter Thirteen Dualectics Negation of the 
Negation) p 168 


* See K Marx Capital Vol 1 Moscow 1959, p 78 p ru 
" See K Marx Capital Vol I Moscow, 1959 pp 76163 p 171 


* Reference is made to the Afterword to the second edition. of 
Volume I of K Marx s Capital p 174 


9 Otechestvenntye Zapiskt (Fatherland Notes)—a_ hterary polit- 
ical magazine that began publication in St Petersburg in 1820 
From 1839 ıt became the best progressive publication of its day 
Among its contributors were V G Belinsky, A I Herzen, T N 
Granovsky and N P Ogaryov Following Belinsky s departure 
from the editorial board in 1846 Otechestvenntye Zapiski began to 
lose its significance In 1868 the magazine came under the direction of 
N A Nekrasovand M Y Saltykov Shchedrin This marked the onset 
of a period in which the magazine flourished anew gathering around 
itself the revolutionary-democratic intellectuals of Russia When 
Nekrasov died (in 1877), the Narodmks gained dominant influence 
in the magazine 

The Otechestvenniye Zapiski was continually harassed by the 
censors, and 1n April 1884. was closed down by the tsarist govern- 
ment p 179 

* Postoronny (Outsider)—pen-name of N K Mikhailovsky p 175 

9 Reference is made to the following theses formulated by Marx 
and Engels in the Manifesto of the Communist Party 

“The theoretical conclusions of the Communists are in no way 
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based on ideas or principles that have been invented or discovered 
by this or that would be universal reformer 
*[hey merely express, in general terms, actual relations spring 
ing from an existing class struggle, from a historical movement 
going on under our very eyes (See K Marxand F Engels "Man- 
Mesto of the Communist Party," Selected Works, Vol I Moscow, 
1958 p 46) p 178 
9 Sce F Engels Anti-Duhring (Part One Philosophy Chapter 
Nine Morality and Law Eternal Truths), Moscow, 1959, p p 
p i 
* Reference 138 made to N K Mikhailovsky s articles “About the 
Russian Edition of Karl Marx s Book (Otechestvenniye Zapiski 
No 4 April 1872) and Karl Marx Being Tried by Y Zhukovsky” 


(Otechestvenniye Zapiskt, No 10 October 1877) p 181 
* Lenin quotes from K Marxs letter to A Ruge (dated Septem- 
ber 1843) p 185 


* Lenin refers to S N Yuzhakov, whose political and economic 
views he ciiticiscd more particularly in the second part of What the 
“Friends of the People Are Neither the manuscript, nor a copy of 
the hectographed edition of the second part of this book has been 
found p 18 


* Reference is made to the Emancipation of Labour group, the 
first Russian Marxist group founded by G V Plekhanov in Geneva 
in 1883 Apart from Plekhanov, P B Axelrod, L G Deutsch, 
V 1 Zasulich, and V N Ignatov belonged to the group 

The Emancipation of Labour group played a great part in 
disseminating Marxism in Russia. The group translated into Rus- 
sian published abroad and distributed in Russia the works of the 
founders of Marxism Manifesto of the Communist Party by Marx 
and Engels Wage Labour and Capital by Marx, Socialism Utopian 
and Scientific by Engels, etc Plekhanov and his group dealt a 
severe blow to Narodism In 1883 and 1885 Plekhanov wrote two 
drafts of a programme for Russian Social-Democrats, which were pub- 
hshed by the Emancipation of Labour roup This was an important 
step forward in preparing the ground for, and in the establishment 
of a Social Democratic Party in Russia An important part in 
spreading Marxist views in Russia was played by Plekhanov s 
essays Socialism and the Political Struggle (1883) Our Differences 
(1885) and The Development of the Monist View of History (1895) 
The Emancipation of Labour group however, committed serious 
errors they clung to remnants of the views of the Narodniks, un- 
derestimated the revolutionary capacity of the peasantry, and over- 
estimated the role of the liberal bourgeoisie These errors were the 
embryo of the future Menshevik views held by Plekbanov and other 
members of the group The Emancipation of Labour group had no 
practical tres with the working-class movement V I Lenin pointed 
out that the Emancipation of Labour group “only theoretically 
founded the Social-Democracy and took the first step in the direc- 
tion of the working-class movement " (The Ideological Struggle in 
the Working-Class Movement See present edition, Vol 20) 
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At the Second Congress of the RS D LP held in Augus, 1903 
the Emancıpatıon of Labour group announced that ıt had ceased 
its activity as a group p 193 

** Narodovolism, the tenets of the Narodovoltss—members of the 
secret Narodnik terrorist political organisation Narodnaya Volya 
(People s Will), which arose in August 1879 following the split in the 
Secret society Zemlya 1 Volya (Land and Liberty) The Narodnaya 
Volya was headed by an Executive Committee which included 
A I Zhelyabov, A D Mikhailov, M F Frolenko N A Morozov, 
VN noe S L Perovskaya, A A Kvyatkovsky The immediate 
object of the Narodnaya Volya was the overthrow of the tsarist 
autocracy while their programme provided for the organisation of 
a “permanent popular representative body elected on the basis of 
universal suffrage, the proclamation of democratic liberties, the 
land to be given to the people, and the elaboration of measures for 
factories to pass into the hands of the workers The Narodovoltsi 
were unable however, to find the road to the masses of the people, 
and took to political conspiracy and individual terror The terro- 
ristic struggle of the Narodovolts: was not supported by a mass 
revolutionary movement, and enabled the government to crush the 
organisation by resorting to flerce persecution, death sentences and 
provocation 

After 1881 the Narodnaya Volya fell to pieces Repeated attempts 
to revive it during the 1880s ended ın failure—for example, the 
terrorist, group organised ın 1886, headed by A I Ulyanov (V 1 
Lenin s brother) and P Y Shevyryov which shared these traditions 
After an unsuccessful attempt to assassinate Alexander III, the 
group was exposed, and its active members executed 

While he criticised the erroneous utopian programme of the 
Narodovoltsi, Lenin expressed great respect for the selfless struggle 
waged by 1ts members against tsarism In 1899, 1n the “Protest by 
Russian Social-Democrats, he pointed out that “the representatives 
of the old Narodnaya Volya managed to play an enormous role in the 
history of Russia despite the fact that only narrow social strata sup- 
ported the few heroes and despite the fact that ıt was by no means 
& revolutionary theory that served as the banner of the movement 
(“A Protest by Russian Social-Democrats” See present ehoa 
Vol 4) P 


*! Publisher s Note—the Afterword to the first edition of the first 
art of v 1 Lenin s What the "Friends of the People Are and "M 
hey Fight the Social-Democrats p 

*5 Note to the ent edition—Afterword to the second edition 

of the first part of What the “Friends of the People" Are written A 
July 1894 l P 

T Vestnik (The Legal Messenger)—8 monthly magazine, 

konesens Men je tou published 1n Moscow from 1867 anaes 

* The Manifesto abolishing serfdom in Russia signed by iby 

Alexander IJ on February 19, 1861 P 
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“The date for sererel wyezds dealing with the differentiation 
of the peasantry mentioned by V F Lenin were incladed in the 
second part (not yet found) of W hat the “Friends of the People” Are 

In bis Development of Copitalism in Russia Lenin deals with 
this problem in detai] particularly in the second chapter “The Dif 
ferentiation of tbe Peasantry " p 224 


9 State peasants with quarter holdings—the name given in tsar 
at Russia to the category of former state peasants descendants of 
lower-rank servicemen who in the sixteenth to seventeenth centuries 
were settled in the border lands of the state of Muscovy For their 
services 1n guarding the state frontiers the settlers (Cossacks mus- 
keteers soldiers) were given the usufruct of small plots of land either 
temporarily or in perpetuity The area of such a plot amounted to 
a so-called quarter (135 acres] From the year 1719 such settlers 


= Here and in other parts of the present volume V I Lenin quotes 
from ] A Hourwich s The Economics of the Russian Village pub- 
hshed in New York ın 1892 A Russian translation of this book 
appeared m 1896 Lenin had a high opinion of Hourwich s book 
which contains valuable factual matenal p 227 


™ Kolupayes and Derunov—types of capitalist sharks portrayed in 
tbe works of the Russian satirist M Y Salty kov-Shchednn p 230 


"V I Lenim quotes from Karl Marxs A Criticism o Hegel s 
Philosophy of Law (See Marx Engels, Gesamtausgabe, Bd 1 Abt 


1 Erstet Halbband S 608 2 bas) p 236 
*' From “To the Sowers” by the Russian poet N A Nekrasov nee 
P 


** The Gladstone Land Bills—the land laws adopted in Britain 
to mitigating the struggle between the tenant farmers and the land- 


ment introduced some minor measures ga the relat of the 
the land The gov 


to set up special land courts that would establish “fair” rents etc 
Tbe Gladstone Land Bills were typical of the social demagogy be 
P 


the liberal bourgeoisie 


9 [n 1889, the tsarist government, desirous of Popkin the 
landlords’ power over the peasants introduced the admimstrative 
post of Zemsky Nachalnik The Zemsky Nachalniks, who were appoint- 
ed from among the local landiord nobility, were given tremendous 
powers both administrative and Juridical to deal with the peasants 
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These powers included the right to arrest peasants and administer 
corporal punishinent p 262 


" Nedelya (Week)—a liberal Narodnik political and hterary 
newspaper Appeared in St Petersburg from 1866 to 1901 Was 
opposed to fighting the autocracy and advocated the so-callcd theory 
of "minor matters,' 1 e , appealed to the intelligentsia to abstain 
from revolutionary struggle and to engage in "cultural activity ” 
p 263 
This refers to French utopian socialism which was widespread 
at the beginning of tlie nineteenth century and was one of the main 
ideological trends of the time 
The social economic basis to which French utopian socialism 
owed its origin was the increased exploitation of the toiling masses, 
the appearance of irreconcilable contradictions between the prole- 
tariat and the bourgeoisie The most prominent representatives of 
French utopian socialism were Saint Simon and Charles Fourier, 
whose views were widely held not only 1n France, but also 1n other 
countries The French utopian socialists were, however, unable to 
expose the essence of capitalist relations and capitalist exploitation 
with consistency or to discover the basic contradiction ol the capi- 
talist mode of production. In conformity with the utopian character 
of their social and political ideals they based the need for the social- 
ist reorganisation of society on the need for reason to conquer 
ignorance, for truth to conquer falsehood The immaturity of their 
views 1s to be explained by the social conditions of the epoch, by the 
insufficient development of large scale capitalist industry and of 
the industrial proletariat For a more detailed account of French 
socialism see F Engels’ Socialism Utopian and Scientific and 
Anti-Duhring Lenin described the teachings of the French utopian 
socialists, ın connection with French revolutionary teachings in 
general as one of the mainsprings of Marxism 
The Russian revolutionary democrats A I Herzen, V G Belinsky, 
N G Chernyshevsky, and N A Dobrolyubov accepted the ideas of 
the French Enlighteners but differed from the representatives of 
many West European trends of utopian socialism in advocating 
the idea of mass struggle to overthrow the autocracy theidea of a 
peasant revolution However they mistakenly tmagined that the 
path to socialism Jay through the semi-feudal peasant community 
Since Russia s economic dey was still weak the Russian 
revolutionary democrats, headed by Chernyshevsky were unable to 
show the decisive role of the working class in the building of ae 


ist society p 
" This refers to V V's (V P Vorontsov s) Our T rends, which 
appeared in 1893 p 264 


"N K Mikhatlovsky replied to V V in the article "Literature and 
Life published in Russkoye Bogatstvo, issue No 10, 1893 p 264 
*" The Bakuninists and the rebels—supporters and followers of 
M A Bakunin (1814 1876) the 1dcologist of anarchism and a bitter 
enemy of Marxism and scientific socialism The Bakuninists carried 
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on a stubborn struggle against the Marxist theory and tactics of 
the working-class movement The main plank of the Bakuninist 
platform was the complete rejection of any form of state including 
the dictatorship of the proletariat They did not understand the 
epoch making role of the proletariat Bakunin put forward the idea 
of the ‘levelling of classes the organisation of ‘free associations 

from below Inthe Bakuninists view a secret revolutionary society 

made up of “outstanding individuals, was to direct popular revolts 
which were to take place :mmediately Thus the Bakuninists believed 
that the peasantry in Russia were ready to rise up in rebellion 
without delay Theirtactics of conspiracy making of hasty revolts 
and of terrorism were adventurist and hostile to Marxist teachings 
on insurrection Bakuninism was close to Proudhonism, the petty 

bourgeois trend that reflected the ideology of theruined petty proprie 

tor One of the Bakuninists in Russia $ G Nechayev was in close 
contact with Bakunin, who lived abroad The Bakuninists expounded 
the programme of the conspiratorial society in the “Revolutionary 
Catechism ' In 1869 Nechayev tried to found a narrow conspiratorial 
“People s Reprisal” organisation in Russia He succeeded however, 
In organising only a few circles in Moscow “The People s Reprisal 

was soon exposed and in December 1869 was broken up by the tsarist 
government The theory and tactics of the Bakuninists were severely 
condemned by Marx and Engels Lenin described Bakuninism as 
the world outlook “of the petty bourgeois who despairs of his sal 

vation “ (/n Memory of Herzen See present edition Vol 18) 
Bakuninism was one of the ideological sources of Narodism p 264 


A central representative assembly is referred to In 1873 Marx 
and Engels wrote the following on this subject “At that time the 
demand was raised for the convention of a Zemsky Sobor Some 
demanded it with à view to settling financial difficulties others— 
w as to end the monarchy Bakuman wanted it to demonstrate Rus- 
sia $ unity and to comsoligate the tsar s power and might ” (L allian- 
ce de la Democratie Socialiste et | association. Internationale des 
travailleurs Rapport et documents publies par ordre du congres 
international de la Haye 1873 p 113) 

Many Russian revolutionaries equated the convocation of a 
Zemsky Sobor with the overthrow of the tsarist dynasty 

Tbe convocation of a Zemsky Sobor representing all citizens to 


draw up a constitution. was one of the programmatic demands of 
the Russian. Social Democratic Party p 265 


“ Reference is made to N G Chernyshevsky and A J Herzen 


See Marx s letter to the editorial board of Otechestrenniye Zapiski 


Punt and F Engels, Selected Correspondence Moscow 
ve 


p <6 
"See K Marz and F ls, Selec Moscow, 
page tee Enge elected Correspondence P 26 


M Seatelpeh tisches Centraiblatt (Central Social Political Sheet)—or- 


g^" of the Rubi wing of German Social-Democracy First ap- 
peered im isu, bs = x z "P 22 
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*! Pobedonostsev, K P —Procurator General ofthe Synod an extreme 
reactionary who inspired the feudal policy of Alexander III 
p 273 

* Lenin refers to the venal press—newspapers and magazines that 
were in the pay of the tsarist government and fawned on it =p 274 


* Yermolov, A S —Minister of Agriculture and State Properties 
ip 1893 1905, he voiced the interests of the feudal landlords and his 
policy was one of retaining the relics of serfdom 

Witte, $ Y —an influential Minister in tsarist Russia was for 
many years (1892 1903) Minister of Finance The measures be adopt- 
ed in the sphere of finance cástoms policy railway construction, 
etc , were in the interests of the big bourgeoisie and promoted the 
development of capitalism in Russia p 275 


*! [enin refers to the Group of Narodnik Soctalists Russian revo- 
lutionary émigrés headed by N 1 Utin A D Trusov and V I 
Bartenev This group published the magazine Narodnoye Dyelo 
People s Cause) in Geneva At the beginning of 1870 it set up the 

ussian section of the International Working Mens Association 
(First International) On March 22 1870 the General Council of 
the International accepted the aífiliation of the Russian section 
At the section s request, Marx undertook to serve as its representa- 
tive on the General Council “I gladly accept the honourable duty 
that you offer me that of your representative on the General Coun- 
cil " wrote Marx on March 24 1870 tothe members of the Committee 
of the Russian section (Marx Engels Ausgeuahite Briefe M L, 
1934 S 234) The members of the Russian section of the First 
International supported Marx in his struggie against the Bakuninist 
anarchists, propagated the revolutionary ideas of the International, 
did what they could to strengthen the ties between the Russian rev- 
olutionary movement and the West European, and took part in 
the working-class movements of Switzerland and France However, 
the members of the Russian section were not consistent Marxists, 
their views still contained much of Narodnik atopianism spe- 
cifically they idealised the village community, calling it “a great 
achievement of the Russian people " The section failed to establish 
close ties with the revolutionary movement 1n Russia which, in the 
final analysis, was the main reason for its collapse in 1872 p 278 


* Engelhardt, A N —a Narodmk publicist, who became widely 
known for bis social and agronomic activities and his experiment 
in organising rational farming on his own estate in Batishchevo 
Smolensk Gubernia A description of the farming methods is given 
by Lenin in his Development of Capitalism in Russia (See present 
edition, Vol 3 Chapter 3) p 280 


* Sotsial-Demokrat (Social Democrat)—a literary political review 
published abroad (London-Geneva) by the Emancipation of Labour 
group in 1890-1892 it played a great part in spreading Marxist 
ideas in Russia In all four issues appeared The leading cont ribu- 
tors to the magazine were G V Plekhanov, P B Axelrod, aud 
V I] Zasalich 
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Lenin here quotes Plekhanov s article “N G Cheruyshevsky” 


(See Sotstal-Demokrat, No 1 1890 pp 138-39) p 281 
* From N G Chernyshevsky s novel Prologue p 282 
*! See Note 8 p 289 


Lenin refers to Judas Golovlyov—a sanctimonious, hypocritical 
landiord serf owner describd in M Saltykov Shchcdrins The 
Golovlyov Family p 291 


% Lenin uses as an epithet the name Arakcheyev—the brutal 
favourite of tsars Paul I and Alexandcr 1, a period of reactionary 
police despotism and gross domination of the military ts connected 
with his activities A characteristic feature of the Arakcheyev regime 
was the brutal measures employed against the revolutionary move- 
ment of the oppressed masses and against any manifestation of 
liberty p 291 


*5 Lenin refers to the Narodnoye Pravo (People s Right) party, an ille- 
gal organisation of the Russian democratic intelligentsia founded 
in the summer of 1893 Among the founders were such former Na- 
rodovoltsi as O V Aptekman, A I Bogdanovich, A V Gedeonov- 
sky, M A Natanson and N S Tyutchev The members of the 
Narodnoye Pravo set themselves the aim of uniting all opposition 
forces with a view to conducting a struggle for political reform The 
Narodnoye Pravo party issued two programme documents, a Mani- 
festo aud An Urgent Issue In the spring of 1894 the party was 
broken up by tbe tsarist government For Lenin s assessment of 
the Narodnoye Pravo as a political party see pages 329 32 of the 
present volume, and also the pamphlet The Tasks of the Russian 
Soctal-Democrats (Vol 2) The majority of the Narodnoye Pravo 
members subsequently joined the Socialist-Revolutionary apt 

* See K Marx, Capital, Vol I, Moscow, 1959, p 763 p 310 

” Lenia quotes from I A Krylov s fable “The Cat and the Cook p 

P 

* Here and further on Lenin quotes from the Preface to the second 
edition of F Engels The Housing Question (See K Marx and 
F Engels, Selected Works, Vol I, Moscow, 1908 pp 590 -€—! 

1 


"See K Marx, Capital, Vol 1, Moscow, 1959, p 446 p 318 
Lenin refers to the principles expressed by Marx ın the second 
chapter of The Poverty of Philosophy, an essay directed against 
Proudhon (See K Marx, The Poverty of Philosophy, Moscow, 
pp 140-41 ) p 319 
™ Lenin quotes from Marx s Crit: 
que of the Gotha Programme 
(See K Marx and F Engels, Selected Works, Vol II, Moscow, 
1958, p 31) p 319 
Manilovism—derived from the name of Manilov, one of the 
characters in N V Gogol s Dead Souls Manilov 1s a sentimental 
high-souled’ landlord in whom Gogol has embodied the typical 
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features of the weak willed dreamer empty visionary and inert 
tattler Lenin uses the name Manilov as an epithet to describe the 
libera]. Narodniks p 322 
19 See Afterword to the second edition of Volume One of Marx s 
Capital (K Marx, Capital Vol I Moscow, 1959 p 20) p 327 


1% Jenn quotes from Marxs letter to Ruge (dated September 
1843) Fuller quotations from this letter will be found on pages 
184-85 of this volume p 328 


15 The essay, The Economic Content of Narodiem and the Criticism 
of It in Mr Struve s Book (The Reflection of Marxism in Bour- 
geois Literature) P Struve Critical Remarks on the Subject of 
Russia & Economic Development St Petersburg, 1894, was written 
by V I LenininSt Petersburg at the end of 1894 and the beginning 
of 1895 It was the first of Lenin s works to be printed legally In 
this essay Lenin continued the criticism of Narodmk views that 
he had begun in his previous writings and gave a comprehensive 
criticism of the mistaken. views of the legal Marxists Lenin was 
the first to recognise the lhiberal-bourgeois nature of legal Marxism 
As early as 1893, in his work On the So Called Market Question 
Lenin not only exposed the views of the liberal Narodntks, but also 
criticised the legal Marxist outlook that was then emerging 

In the autumn of 1894 Lenin read a paper in the St Petersburg 
Marxists circle directed against Struve and other lega) Marxists 
This paper served as the bas « for the essay The Economic Content 
of Narodism and the Criticism of It in Mr Struve s Book Lenin 
wrote the following in 1907 about his reading of the paper in the 
St Petersburg Marxists’ circle "In this circle ] read a paper entitled 
The Reflection of Marxism in Bourgeois Literature” As the 
heading shows, the controversy with Struve was here far sharper 
and more definite (as to Social Democrat’c conclusions) than 1n the 
article printed in tbe spring of 1895 It was toned down partly because 
of censorship considerations and partly due to the "alliance | with 
legal Marxism for joint struggle against Narodism That the “push 
to the left” then given to Mr Struve by the St Petersburg Social- 
Democrats was not entsrely without result 1s clearly shown by Mr 
Struve s article in the Miscellany which was burned (1895) and some 
of his articles ın Novoye Slovo (New Word) (1897) Preface to the 
Miscellany “Twelve Years” (See present edition Vol 13) 

The Economie Content of Narodiem and the Criticism of Tt tn 
Mr Struve’s Book was printed (under the pen name of K Tulin) 
in the Miscellany entitled Material for a Canc non rbd 
Economie Development An edition of 2 000 copies of the Misce ru 
was printed in April 1895 but, its circulation was panne T e 
tsarist government, which, after retaining the ban for a fu! A ark 
confiscated the edition and had it burned It only proved D enel i 
De about 100 copies, which beni secretly clrealste’ among Social- 

emocrats in St Petersburg and other citi 

Lemns article was the modi militant and politically Eu is 
the Miscellany The censor in his report on Material fora seni as 
tsation of Our. Economic Development, dwells 1n particular detai 
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Lenin s work Pointing out that thc contributors to the Miscellany 
put forward Marx s theory about the inexorable advance of the cap- 
italist process the censor stated that K Tulin s article contained 
the most outspoken and complete programme of the Marxists 

At the end of 1907, Lenin included The Fconomic Content of 
Narodism and the Criticism of It in Mr Struie s Book in Volume 
One of the Miscellany Twelve Years and gave 1t the sub-heading "The 
Reflection of Marxism ın Bourgeois Literature ' The first volume 
of this Miscellany was published by the Zerno Book Publishers in the 
middle of November 1907 (the title-page 1s dated 1908) Of the three 
volumes intended for publication the publishers succeeded ın issu 
ing only Volume Oni and part one of Volume Two Apart from the 
paper mentioned Volume One contained the following works by 
Lemn The Tasks of the Russian Social-Democrats, The Persecutors 
of the Zemstvo and the Hannibals of Liberalism, What Is To Be Done? 
One Step Forward Two Steps Back, The Zemstio Campaign and 
“Iskra s Plan and Two Tactics of Social-Democracy in the Democratic 
Revolution Volume One was confiscated soon after its appearance 
but a considerable part of the edition was salvaged, and the book 
continued to circulate illegally p 333 


™ The truck-system—the system of paying the workers wages in 
the shape of goods and foodstuffs from the employer s shop This 
system was an additional means of exploiting the workers and was 
pareant widespread in Russia, in the areas where there was 
andicraft industry p 346 
V! Moskovsktye Vedomosti (Moscow Recorder)—a Russian newspaper 
of long standing, first issued 1n 1756 as a small sheet bv Moscow 
University From the 1860s it pursued a monarchist nationalist 
hne its views being those of the most reactionary landlords and 
clergy From 1905 onwards it was one of the principal organs of the 
E Prisa Continued publication until the October Revo- 
ution o 


Vest (Neus)—a reactionary feudalist n r that appeared 1n 
Russia in the 1860s and 1870s SEEN d 348 


1 Lenin. quotes from I A Krylovs fable "The Wolf nd the 
Shepherds ’ p 349 
1 Skunmers—ironical expression repeatedly used by M Y Sal- 
tykov-Shchedrin in bis works to describe the bourgeois liberal 
press and its representatives In Chapter V of The Diary of a Pro- 
vincial in St Petersburg, Saltykov-Shchedrin bitterly derides the 
liberals and writes “For want of real work to do, and by way of an 
innocent pastime they have established a learned literary society, 
“The Free League of Skimmers " Saltykov-Sbchedrin describes the 
duties” of this “League” as follows “Not to miss a single contem- 
porary problem, but to discuss everything in such a manner as to 
ensure that no result shall ever be achieved ” p 352 
"e Dictatorship of the heart—iromcal term used to indicate the 
short-lived policy of ing with the liberals pursued by the tsarist 
official Loris-Melikov In 1880 he was first appointed chief of the 
Supreme Control Commission for combating “sedition,” and then 
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Minister of Home Affairs. Loris-Melikov tried to base his policy on 
promises of "concessions" to the liberals and on ruthless persecution 
of revolutionaries The revolutionary situation of 1879-80 gave rise 
to this balancing policy the purpose of which was to weaken the 
revolutionary movement and to win over to tsarism the oppositional 
liberal bourgeoisie After suppressing the revolutionary wave of 
4879 1880, the tsar s government abandoned the policy of the “dic- 
tatorship of the heart” and hastened to issue a manifesto on the 
*inviolab lity” of the autocracy In April 1881, Loris Melikov had 
to resign p 302 
"5 Chinsh peasants—those entitled to the hereditary possession 
of the land in perpetuity, and who had to pay a quitrent that rarely 
changed, known as chinsh In tsarist Russia the chinsh system oper- 
ated mainly in Poland Lithuama, Byelorussia, and the Black Sea 
littoral of the Ukrai e p 370 
"See, for example, Gleb Uspensky’s stories and essays “From 
a Village Diary " "Cheque-Book," “Mid-Journey Letters,” “Unbroken 
Ties," "Living Figures " p 378 
3! Mp Coupon—a term adopted in the hterature of the 1880s 
and 1890s to indicate capital and capitalists The expression 
“Mr Coupon" was put in circulation by the writer Gleb Uspensky 
in bis essays “Grave Sins " p 383 
3"5-Beast of burden"—the downtrodden poor peasant, exhausted 
by excessive toil typified by M Y Saltykov-Sbchedrin in his 3a- 
tirical tale Konyaga (literally—overworked nag) In this tale the 
author speaks allegorically of the “unmoving enormity of the fields 
which shall keep man 1n bondage until he releases the “magic force” 
from captivity At the same time Saltykov-Shcbedrin derides the 
Narodniks vulgar arguments that the “real labour" which the kon- 
yaga” found for himself ıs the guarantee of the peasant s invul 
nerabihty, spintual equilibrium, clarity and integrity — p 387 


"The Prussian Regierungsrat (State Counsellor)—refers to the 
German economist Baron A Haxthausen, who visited. Russia 
in the 1840s In bis book Studies of Internal Relations ın Popular 
Life and Particularly of Rural Institutions of Russia Haxthausen 
gave a detailed description of the Russian village community, 1n 
which he saw a means of consolidating feudalism He sang the 
praises of Russia under Tsar Nicholas I considering it to be superior 
to Western Europe *n that it did not suffer from the "ulcer of pro 
letarianism " Marx and Engels showed the reactionary character 
of Haxthausen s conclusions, and his views were also severely crit- 
icised by A I Herzen and N G Chernyshevsky P 


ns Owing to the censorship, Lenin could make no direct reference 
to thie Marxist works published by the Emancipation of Labour group 
He refers the reader to V V s (Vorontsov s) work Essays on Theoret- 
ical Economics (St Petersburg 1895) which, on pages DR con- 
tains a lengthy extract from Plekhanov 8 article “Domestic irm 
that appeared in the $otsial-Demokrat (Soctal-Democrat), 304 
Two, August 1890 P 
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" Mirtov—pseudonym of P L Lavrov (1820-1900) a Narodmk 
ideologist in the 1870s Was a member of the Narodnik secret society 
Zemlya 1 Volya (Land and Liberty) and then of the Narodnaya 
Volya (People s Will) party In the 1870s he advocated the need to 
“go among the people’ Was the founder of the idealist “subjective 
school in sociology p 397 

"See K Marx and F Engels, “The Eighteenth Brumaire of Lows 
Bonaparte " Selected Works, Vol 1, Moscow, 1958, p 334 p 414 


"See F Engels Ant: Duhring Moscow, 1959 p 133 p 416 
1 See K Marx, Capital, Vol 1, Moscow, 1959, pp 84 85, Footnote 2 
P 


V! See K Marx and F Engels, "Origin of the Family Private 
Property and the State," Selected Works, Vol Il, Moscow, 1958 
p 272 p 419 

181 Naucrary—small terntonal districts in the ancient Athenian 
Republic Naucraries were united in phyles The collegium of 
naucrars (naucrary chiefs) conducted the finances of the Athenian 
State Jt was the duty of each naucrary to build, equip and mana 
warship and to provide two horsemen to meet the military needs 
of the state 419 


™See K Marx and F Engels, op cit , in Selected Works, Vol II 
Moscow, 1958 p 269 P 419 


‘See K Marx and F Engels “Civil War in France" and “The 
Fighteenth. Bruma're of Louis Bonaparte Selected Works, Vol I 
Moscow 1958 pp 284 516-17 P 

"See F Engels, Anti Duhring, Moscow, 1959 p 157 p 420 


See K Marx and F Engels, "The Enghteenth Brumaire of 
Louis Bonaparte " Selected Works, Vol 1, Moscow, 1958 p 244 
The book by Proudhon mentioned in the text is called The 
Social Revolution Demonstrated by the Coup d État p 425 


W Leibkampantsi, from Leibkompanie (personal bodyguard) the 
title of honour bestowed on the Grenadier Company of the Preob 
razhensky Regiment in 1741 by Tsarina Yeltzaveta Petrovna for 
having placed her on the Russian throne They were given estates 
and ali sorts of special privileges, while those of them who were not 
of noble origin weremade hereditary nobles The nickname*Leibkam 
pants: was put in circulation by M Y Saltykov-Sbcbedrip ın hie 
Poshekhon Tales p 426 

See K Marx, Capital, Vol II, Moscow, 1957, pp 116-17 p 437 


'*See K Marr and F Engels “Manifesto of the Communist 
Party " Selected Works, Vol I, Moscow, 1958 pp 53-54 p 439 


* Gotha POE remm ihe programme of the German Social 
Democratic Party adopted in 1875 at the Gotha congress, where un ty 
was established between the two German socialist parties that bad 
previously existed separately, they were the Eisenachers (who were 
led by Bebel and Liebknecht, and were under the ideological influence 
of Marx and Engels) and the Lassalleans The programme suffered 
from eclecticism, and was opportunist, since the Eisenachers made 
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concessions to the Lassalleans and accepted their formulations on 
vitally important points Marx and Engels subjected the Gotha 
draft programme to withering criticism, Tor they regarded it as a 
considerable step backwards even as compared with the Eisenach 
pies tems of 1869 (See K Marx and F Engels “Critique of the 
yon a Programme " Selected Works, Vol II Moscow, 1958 pp 13- 
p 442 

‘See K Marx and F Engels “The Eighteenth Brumaire of 
Louis Bonaparte,” Selected Works, Vol 1, Moscow, 1958 pp 278-79 


448 

U*See K Marx, Capital, Vol 1, Moscow, 1959, p 632 a 453 
"* Lenin. refers to Chapter XXX, Vol I, Capital (Reaction of the 
Agricultura! Revolution on Industry Creation of the Home Market 
for Industrial Capital) (See K Marx Capital, Vol I, Moscow, 1959 

p 745) p 463 
'"^K Marx, Capital, Vol f, Moscow, 1959, p 642 p 464 
“5 kopshchina—the name given in the southern parts of Russia 
to a type of rent to kind, on terms of bondage, the tenant paying 
the landowner s kopny (from the corn-sbock) a portion of the 
barvest im half, and sometimes more), and usually fulfilling miscel- 
laneous labour services 1n addition p 465 
€" See K Marx, Capital, Vol 1, Moscow, 1959, p 749, Footnote 2 
p 47! 

n See K Marx, Capital, Vol I, Moscow, 1959, pp 742-44 p 472 
3 See K Marx, Capttal, Vol III, Moscow, 1959, p 604 p 488 
139 Gift-landers or gift-land peasants, peasants who were formerly 
landlords serfs and who, at the time of the Reform of 1861, by 
*agreement" with their landlords received allotments gratis (without 
having to pay redemption money for them) The gift-[ander received 

a miserable strip, amounting in all to a quarter of the so-called "top" 
or “statutory” allotment established by law for the given locality 
All the rest of the lands that had constituted the nts allot- 
ments before the Reform were seized by the landlord, who held his 
“gilt-landers,” forcibly dispossessed of their land, in a state of eco- 
nomic bondage even after serfdom was abolished The “gift-land” 
allotment came to be known among the people as a “quarter,” “or- 
phan s," “cat's,” or “gagarin” allotment (the last epithet being de- 
rived from the name of the inttiator of the law on “gift-land” allot- 
ments, Prince P P Gagarin) p 491 
“Lenin deals with this problem in detail in his book The Develop- 


ment of Capitalism ta Russia. (1899) See present edition, Vol AA 
P 
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Outstanding Dates 
(1870-1894) 


April 10 
(22 new style) 


August 16(28) 


January 12(24) 


March I(f3) 


May 8(20) 
June 10(22) 


End of June 
August 13(25) 


September-No- 
vember 


December 4(16) 


December 5(17) 
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1870 


Vladimir Ilyich Ulyanov (Lenin), born in Sim- 
birsk (now Ulyanovsk) 


1879 


Lenin 1s accepted into Simbirsk classical Gymna- 
sium 


1886 


[tya Nikolayevich Ulyanov, Leniu's tather, dies 


1887 


Lentn’s elder brother, Alexander Ilyich Ulyanov, 
18 arrested for participating in an attempt ou the 
life of Alexander II] 


Alexander Ulyanov and other participants in the 
attempt are executed 


Lenin graduates Simbirsk Gymnasium, wiuniog & 
Gold Medal 


Tbe Ulyanov family moves to Kazan 


Lenin enters Kazan University 


Lenin participates in a revolutionary students’ 
circle in Kazan 


Lenin participates in a students’ rally 1n. Kazan 
University 


Lenin is arrested for participation in the students’ 
revolutionary movement 
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December 7(19) 


September 23 
(October 5) 


Beginning of 
October 


Autumn 


May 3 4(15 16) 
June 14(26) 


July 13(25) 


October 11(23) 


End of 1889 1890 


———— MM 


Lenin is expelled from the university and exiled 
from Kazan to the villige of Kokushkino, under 
the secret surveillance of the police 


1888 


Lenin’s application for permission to go abroad 
“to continue my education” 1s. rejected by Police 
Department 


Lenin receives permission to return from Kokush- 
kino village to Kazan, where the Ulyanov family 
settle 


Lenin studies K Marx s Capital, and joins a 
Marxist circle organised. by N Y Fedoseyev 


1889 


Tenin moves from Kazan to a hamlet near the 
village of Alakayevka Samara Guberma 


Lenin 18 informed of the rejection of his applica- 
tion to go abroad “for treatment " 


N Y Fedoseyev and members of the Marxist 
circles he organised ın Kazan are arrested Among 
the arrested are members of the circle to which 
Lenin had belonged 


Lenin moves from the bamlet near Alakayevka 
village to Samara 


1890 


In Samara Lenrn continues his study of Marx and 
Engels translates The Manifesto of the Communist 
Party which is subsequently read in illegal cir- 
cle» in Samara (no copy of the translation remains) 


: Lenin becomes acquainted with A P Sklyarenko 


May 17(29) 


Fnd of August 
(beginning of 
September) 


and engages in Marxist propaganda among the 
youth of Samara 


Lenin receives permission to sit for the final exam- 
inations at the Law Faculty of St Petersburg 
University as an external studcnt 


Lenin s first visit to St Petersburg in connection 


with the examinations at St Petersburg Univer- 
sily 
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August 26-Sep- 
tember I(Sept 
7-13) 


October 24 
(November 6) 


April 4 24 
(Apri 16-May 
6) 

May 17(29) 
Summer-begin- 
ning of Sep- 
tember 


September 
16(28)-November 
921) 


November 12(24) 


January 14(26) 


January 30 
(February 11) 


July 23 (Au- 
gust 4) 
Summer of 


1892 winter 
of 1892 1893 


Spring summer 


End of August 
(beginning of 
September) 


On his way to St Petersburg Lenin stops in 
Kazan 


Lenin leaves St Petersburg to return to Samara 


1891 


Lenin sits for the final examinations at the Law 
Faculty of St Petersburg University (spring 
session) 


Lenin leaves St Petersburg for Samara 


Lenin lives in Samara and at the hamlet near the 
village of Alakayevka 


Lenin sits for the last of the examinations at St, 
Petersburg University (autumn session) 


Lenin returns from St Petersburg to Samara 


1892 


Lenin receives a University Graduation Diploma, 
First Class from the Head Office of the St Peters- 
burg Educational District 


By decision of the Samara Circuit Court Lenin 
is entered on the rolls of Junior Barristers 


Lenin granted the right to practise law 


Lenin writes papers criticising the views of the 
Narodniks and reads them at meetings of illegal 
circles These papers constitute the preparatory 
material for work What the “Friends of the People” 
Are 


1893 


First circle of Samara Marxists (including A P 
Sklyarenko and | K Lalayants) 1s formed Lenin 
is central figure in the circle He prepares and reads 
the paper (article) entitled New Feconomic Devel- 
opments ın Peasant Life (on V Y Postmkov s 
Book) 

On bis way from Samara to St Petersburg Lenin 
stops at Nizhnt Novgorod and makes the acquaint- 
ance of local Marxists 
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August 31 
(September 12) 


September 3(15) 


September 25 
(October 7) 


Autumn 


Autumn and 
winter 1893- 
1894 


Beginning of 
January 


January 921) 


January 


March June 


Lenin arrives in St Petersburg 


Lenin 18 registered as Junior Barrister to M F 
Wolkenstein 


Lenin travels to Vladimir for a meeting with 
N Y Fedoseyev which does not take place because 
Fedoseyev was still not released from prison 


In St Petersburg Lenin joins a Marxist circle of 
Technological Institute students (S 1. Radchenko, 
V V Starkov P K Zaporozhets G M Krzhi- 
zhancvsky and others), and at a circle meeting crit- 
icisesG B. Krasin s paper "Tbe Market Question ” 
Lenin writes the paper "On the So-Called Market 
Question," which he reads to the Marxist circle 


Lenin establishes contact with progressive workers 
of St Petersburg factories (V A Shelgunov, I V 
Babushkin and others) Lenin s speeches ar ouely 
impress participants in Marxist circles of St Pe- 
tersburg His exceptionally profound knowledge 
of Marxist theory, his ability to apply Marxism 
constructively to Russia s economic and political 
situation, lis fervent and unshakable belief in 
the victory of the workers cause, his outstanding 
organisational talent—all this makes lenin the 
recognised leader of the St Petersburg Marxists 


1894 
Lenin comes to Moscow for the winter holidays 


At an illegal meeting ın Moscow Lenin opposes 
the Narodnik V V (V P Vorontsov), subjecting 
bis views to annibilating criticism 


Lenin visits Nizhmi-Novgorod and reads a paper 
at the local Marxist circle on V V's book The 
Destiny of Capitalism in Russia 

Lenin returns to St Petersburg where he leads 
the St Petersburg group of Social-Democrats and 
the central workers’ circle, and conducts workers’ 
classes outside the Nevskaya Toll gates and in other 
parts of the city 


Lenin writes What the “Friends of the People” Are 
and How They Fight the Social Democrats, the 
first part of which appcared that spriug 
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First half of 
the year 


June 14(26) 


July 


August 27 
(September 8) 


End of August 
(first half of 
September) 


September 


October 


Autuma 


After December 
24 (after Janu- 
ary 5) 


End of 1894 
beginning of 
1895 


In a Marxist circle in St Petersburg Jenin reads 
a paper in which he critically analyses the book 
by the Narodmk N Karyshev Peasant Rentings 
of Non-Allotment Land 


Lenin leaves for Moscow to spend the summer 
with relatives He also visits Samara 


The second edition of part one of What the 
“Friends of the People" Are appears in St Peters- 
burg 


lemn returns from Moscow to St Petersburg 


The first edition of part two and the third edition 
of part one of Lenin s What the "Friends of the 
People” Are appear (in Gorki, Viadimir Gubernia) 


The first edition of part three and the fourth edition 
of part one of Lenins What the “Friends of the 
People” Are appear in St Petersburg 


Lenin reads What the“Friends of the People” Are 
to the members of a St Petersburg Marxist circle 


At a meeting of a St Petersburg Marxists’ circle, 
Lenin reads his paper “the Reflection of Marxism 
in Bourgeois Literature” in which he severely 
criticises the bourgeois distortions of Marxism in 
Struve s book Critical Remarks on the Subject of 
Russia s Economie Development 


Assisted by the worker I V Babushkin, Lenin drafts 
a leaflet to the workers of the Semyanmkov factory 
dealing with the unrest there This is the first 
leaflet issued by Russian Marxists 


Tenin writes The Economic Content of Narodism 
and the Criticism of lt in Mr Struves Book 
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